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 ABSTRACT 
As part of my M.A. thesis, I conducted an archaeological survey on Cypress Pond 
Plantation, located in Albany, Georgia over the course of six months.  I employed 
landscape theory as a theoretical framework to interpret how the landscape was 
physically used over time.  Shovel testing, metal detecting and unit excavations were 
employed to perform the survey.  While the focus was on the historic occupation during 
the Antebellum period, evidence of prehistoric activities were discovered as well.  
Artifacts consistent with a prehistoric lithic production site and remnants of farming 
equipment dating to post 1900’s are consistent with activity historically documented 
during that time.   
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1 INTRODUCTION  
"A land without ruins is a land without memories -- a land without memories is a 
land without history." ~ Rev. Abram Joseph Ryan, Poet Laureate of the 
Confederacy 
 
“Do you know where it is? Have you heard of it?” I said to one of the ladies at the tax 
assessor’s office as she was asking me about my thesis project. “Yeah,” she responded, 
with a quizzical look on her face. “My aunt and I were driving down that road one time 
late at night. It was after midnight, maybe two a.m., and we saw a lady, clear as day, 
wearing one of those long dresses with a hat... she was in the middle of the road. We 
swerved to avoid her and I looked back to see if she was ok but she wasn’t there. We 
stopped and got out of the car to find her. She completely disappeared.” “Really? You 
think she was a ghost?” I answered, unsure of the story that was just presented to me.  
Shrugging her shoulders, she said “I don’t know. Be careful, there’s definitely something 
out there…” 
Although plenty has changed since the 1850’s, Cypress Pond Plantation (CPP), 
where I conducted an archaeological survey for my master’s thesis research, still 
remains a mystery. Few know anything about it apart from the ghost stories that the 
locals tell. If they do know something about the property, they are generally not 
forthcoming with a complete stranger. Albany, the eighth largest city in Georgia (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2015), is a sleepy southern town where everyone knows everyone. Many 
of the descendants of slaves who once worked in the vast Albany plantations still reside 
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there.  
New Communities, a farming trust made up of African-American farmers, 
purchased Cypress Pond Plantation in 2011. This project was based on their desire to 
learn more about the plantation’s history. One of the reasons why New Communities 
made efforts to purchase Cypress Pond was because it was a large cotton plantation 
during the 1850’s and 1860’s. Slaves worked the lands and although they were not direct 
descendants, New Communities felt a connection to them (Latoya Cutts, personal 
communication 2014) . They expressed interest in finding the slave cabins and a slave 
cemetery if one was present. My interest was piqued due to the property’s extensive 
history. When I was asked if I wanted to take this on as a M.A. thesis project, I accepted.  
What little information that is known about Cypress Pond is often misconstrued. 
The home is constantly referred to as the sister plantation to Pinebloom and Tarva, 
neighboring plantations in Baker County, GA due to similar architectural styles. The 
latter two plantations were in the prominent Tarver family. It has been noted that 
General Hartwell Hill Tarver was once the largest slaveholder in Georgia. He 
accumulated ten different plantations, all located in the southern part of the state (Daily 
Alabama Journal 1851). Contrary to popular belief, however, General Tarver never 
owned Cypress Pond Plantation. His daughter-in-law purchased the home and land 
after her husband (and Tarver’s oldest son) Paul passed away in 1859.  
Historic documents confirmed slaves resided on the property so finding the 
original location of the cabins was a mission I wanted to accomplish. As the months 
went by, it became evident that any remnants of the antebellum period were elusive but 
something else emerged: evidence of prehistoric populations. My perspective on the 
plantation shifted from examining artifacts from the historic period to encompassing a 
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broader swath of time to include the prehistoric. Studying the plantation over this vast 
time period introduced the question: how have different populations made a living on 
this land over the millennia? It turns out that the plantation had a much deeper history 
of “place” than initially anticipated.  
 
Figure 1.1: Cypress Pond Plantation, outlined in red, located in Dougherty County.  The 
squares within the county are land lots (map made by the author).  
 
This plantation was one of the thousands that dotted the cotton belt of the South 
during the antebellum period. But this is not the story of a plantation that remained in 
the same family over decades. This is a place that has been lived in and occupied for 
thousands of years.  This thesis concentrates on telling the story of how this plantation 
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came to be and all the processes that have coalesced to create what we see today. 
Chapter 2 discusses landscape theory, the theoretical approach I employed to interpret 
the artifacts recovered during my fieldwork. Chapter 3 describes the cultural and natural 
setting of Georgia and Dougherty County. The cultural chronology of the Southeast from 
the Archaic to the Historic is reviewed, including prominent sites from various time 
periods. A brief section on the sites surrounding the property is further discussed to 
provide context along with the results of previous archaeological surveys conducted in 
Dougherty County. Chapter 4 provides a history of the plantation as a property. I also 
give a background on all of the ten families that have owned Cypress Pond from the 
1840’s until now. I describe the land lots that were first purchased by James Mayo (the 
first owner of what would be Cypress Pond Plantation) and the numerous others that 
have been added and subtracted over the decades. All the methods I employed for 
conducting my research on the plantation, research in the archives and lab are outlined 
in Chapter 5. Also, because I did my survey as a smaller scale CRM project, cultural 
resource management and Section 106 are discussed. Chapter 6 presents my results and 
analysis from all the areas I surveyed. The discussion and conclusion are presented in 
the final chapter.  
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2     THEORY 
2.1 Introduction 
The archaeological investigation of plantations has developed over the past few 
decades, as seen with Ascher and Fairbanks (1971), Orser and Nekola (1996), and 
Singleton (2009). Like much of historical archaeology, these projects seek to tell the 
story of those who are underrepresented in the traditional historical narrative. 
Plantation archaeology has developed a new focus of study mainly due to interests in the 
African-American experience during the Antebellum and Reconstruction periods. These 
studies have primarily focused on the daily life/experience of slaves. Traditional 
plantation archaeology has mainly investigated sites. Generally in historic plantations, 
maps, figures, journals, etc., aid in finding sites such as where slave cabins and activity 
areas were located. Literature on plantation life includes discussions of landscapes, 
architecture, social status and ethnicity, and African-American lifeways on the 
plantation (e.g., Honerkamp 2009). Klingelhofer (1987) analyzed ceramics from slave 
quarters in Maryland to learn more about African-American lifeways during slavery. 
Heath and Bennett (2009) have written about the archaeological study of African-
American yards in plantation contexts. Drucker (2009) used archival and documentary 
data about slave cabins in her article on socioeconomic patterning.  A slave cabin in 
Georgia was excavated and written about by Ascher and Fairbanks (1971). They included 
excerpts from former slaves in their report.  
Not all antebellum plantations began as such. Native Americans occupied the 
Southeast long before white settlers came and gathered land for themselves. What about 
their story? How were they using the landscape over time? Why does this matter? 
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Landscapes don’t have just one history to tell. When doing archaeological surveys, one 
never knows what you may find. As evident at Cypress Pond, there is so much more to 
this plantation than just its historic period occupation, and archaeology can tell this 
more complete story.  
New Communities wanted the primary focus of my survey to be on locating the 
slave cabins and the slave cemetery, because it was the history most pertinent to their 
lived experience. Historic documents that I collected during my research phase proved 
that slaves continuously worked on the land for at least a decade. Post emancipation, 
freedmen continued cultivating the land. One of the many reasons why New 
Communities wanted to purchase the plantation was because they felt a kinship with the 
spirits of the slaves that once worked there, although they knew they were not direct 
descendants. In their mind, they were “taking back” the land from the planters that used 
slave labor. Throughout the duration of my survey across the plantation, it became 
evident that evidence of the slave component was elusive. It made for a unique situation. 
How does one talk about something that isn’t there? Originally, this plantation was 
“siteless.” This means that there was no prior knowledge of where the slave cabins were 
or other areas of activity. Although the historic documentation described a plantation 
with slaves, the material culture and archaeology in this case could not add to the 
picture of what life was like on the plantation because more recent processes had 
seemingly erased the material traces.  
Tim Ingold (1993) argues that time and landscapes are essential points for 
understanding anthropology and archaeology. Reconstructing people and their 
relationships with the areas in which they lived provides us with two kinds of 
information. First, it tells us how landscapes came to be today and the role that people 
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played in creating those landscapes. Second, it can also tell us about the values, attitudes 
and behaviors that individuals applied through their impact on the landscape (Kantner 
2008). I argue that this plantation should not be examined as a number of discrete sites. 
Rather, these sites must be understood as creating a landscape whose meaning shifted 
throughout time. The only way to truly understand this plantation is to see it through 
the lens of how the land has been used over centuries.  
 
2.2 Landscape theory 
The theoretical framework I am applying to analyze my work is landscape theory, 
which is also synonymous with the study of cultural landscapes. In my approach, I 
analyze how the land was physically used over centuries. Landscape archaeology seeks 
to understand both the modified and unmodified features and objects created by 
environmental and human processes (Ashmore 2002). Landscape archaeology has 
slowly developed towards the recognition of culture as an important part of the 
environment. A large group of scholars, most notably Bettinger (1999), Crumley (1999), 
Fry (2004), Ashmore and Knapp (1999) and Kantner (2008) have argued for the need to 
study regional landscapes over site specific ones to really understand how the landscape 
was used. 
To a certain extent, one can consider the cultural landscape as the reflection of a 
group’s skills and abilities to transform the environment. Following Myga-Piatek’s 
(2008:77) definition of cultural landscape, I view the landscape as “a fragment of 
geographical space, shaped throughout history, created as a result of combined 
environmental and cultural influences.” Landscape archaeology focuses on the life 
history of a place. Ashmore defines life histories as “examining evidence for human 
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recognition, use and modification of a particular position, locality or area over the full 
time span of its existence” (Ashmore 2002). Landscape archaeology is closely informed 
by postmodern currents in anthropology, regarding landscape as a construct of the 
human mind (Kantner 2008). It is distinguished from other archaeological approaches 
by having a combined emphasis on the study of material culture along with the 
modification of the land by cultural and natural processes.   
It is important to note the difference between the study of environment and that 
of landscape. Tuan (1979) best describes the difference, stating that “the environment is 
a given, a piece of reality that is simply there, as opposed to the landscape which is a 
product of human cognition, an achievement of the mature mind” (Tuan 1979:99-100). 
For an archaeologist, the landscape tells us a story about the lives and times of 
predecessors who over generations have impacted the landscape through their actions 
(Ingold 1993). 
Ashmore and Knapp (1999) provide three different ways of viewing the 
landscape. A constructed landscape is the first view, where culturally meaningful 
features are integrated into the landscape. Conceptualized landscapes, where cultural 
meanings are given to natural features with the potential of having a few constructed 
features, is considered to be a second view. Finally, Ashmore and Knapp argue that 
ideological landscapes are a third way of viewing the landscape. This is best seen 
through imagined landscapes that are complete with meaning that produces emotional 
responses, such as a spiritual or ideational value. This may be reflected as an “insider” 
perspective, where the way they engage with their surroundings is dependent on their 
own cultural and social situations.   No two people have the same experience with the 
same landscape ever, however, people with shared beliefs will have similar experiences 
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than those that share different beliefs.  
 
2.3 History of Landscape Theory 
The concept of “landscape archaeology” began in the late 1970’s. Early on, 
critiques of landscape archeology argued that, similar to Processual archaeology, it did 
not take into consideration that people shaped the environment they were in and how 
both affected one another (Hirst 2014). Landscape archaeology today has theoretical 
influences from sociology, philosophy, ecology, geography and anthropology. 
Carl Sauer was one of the first to study landscapes as a cultural resource. Although 
he was a geographer, Sauer described geography and landscapes as a combination of 
both physical and cultural structures (Sauer 1925), describing them as an “area made up 
of a distinct association of forms, both physical and cultural” (Sauer 1925:98). Julian 
Steward built on this perspective and explicitly investigated the role that ecological 
factors played in shaping prehistoric sociocultural systems. In order for this view to be 
successful, archaeologists would need to stop focusing solely on the stylistic analysis of 
artifacts and start using their data to observe changes in subsistence practices and 
settlement patterns. Steward suggested that archaeologists would be able to study the 
changes in these variables over time and that they would be able to contribute 
significantly to understanding human behavior and cultural change (Steward 1955).   
Steward was also one of the first to practice settlement archaeology. He regarded 
settlement patterns as evidence of relations between human groups and the natural 
environment (Trigger 2008). Archaeological sites were no longer being seen as 
individual entities. Rather, they were seen as forming networks where individual sites 
played diverse and corresponding roles (Steward 1955). Settlement archaeology soon 
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became an important source of information regarding demographic trends of the social, 
political and religious organizations of prehistoric populations (Trigger 2008). It 
encouraged archaeologists to study human behavior rather than study culture and 
ethnicity, more in line with the culture-historical approach (Trigger 2008).   
Prior to the development of landscape theory, archaeologists had tended to view 
human landscapes through demography, social interaction, economic resources and 
risks, focusing on topography and technology. Land use was considered but only in 
regards to how individuals used it rather than how they felt or thought about it 
(Ashmore and Knapp 1999). The last couple of decades have seen an increase in 
attention dedicated to the study of space and place by authors from a number of 
disciplines aside from archaeology and geography (Ashmore 2002). In some form or 
another, these more recent studies have engaged in ideas of memory (remembrance of 
past events), transformation (reflecting various changes over time), continuity 
(consistency over time) and discontinuity (disruption over time) (Ashmore and Knapp 
1999).  
 
2.4 Theoretical approach at Cypress Pond Plantation 
Because the plantation has such an extensive history, it is clear that the landscape 
will have a variety of use patterns present. Given this, I will use landscape theory to 
analyze how the land has been physically used over time. The lived experience of those 
residing on Cypress Pond is altered based on how they physically used the land. If there 
were ephemeral occupations utilizing the landscape, then I expect there to be a limited 
set of artifacts resembling whatever activity they were engaging in. For example, mobile 
foragers moved through a land using trails, water sources, etc., which together have 
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constituted a cultural landscape with meanings based on their collective experiences 
with the land over time (Kantner 2008). The material traces of their activities would be 
limited because they interacted with the land in more ephemeral ways.  
If populations were residing on the land, a broader set of artifacts is expected to 
be found, even more so if they were conducting intensive agriculture. An example of this 
was distinct at the Bush Hill Plantation, located in South Carolina. Bush Hill Plantation 
was a working plantation occupied between the early ninetieth and early twentieth 
century by four generations of the Bush family (Cabak and Groover 2006). Economic 
records reveal that they were wealthy but their material culture reflected a life of 
frugality. They participated in popular consumer trends but did not purchase luxury 
goods. The material culture found in the planter’s residence area indicates that the 
family was discarding approximately 10 times more material (inexpensive glassware, 
utilitarian goods, undecorated or minimally decorated tableware, etc.) than the slave 
population discarded (Cabak and Groover 2006). However residents of Cypress Pond 
were living, the material culture of these actions will hopefully be reflected in the 
landscape. 
 
2.5 Conclusion 
Over the years, the study of plantations has primarily focused on the experiences 
of African-Americans during the Antebellum and Reconstruction periods. In some 
cases, historic documentation has been used to identify areas of potential slave activity. 
While these are important narratives to reconstruct, they do not encompass the entirety 
of human experiences that leave material traces that can be studied archaeologically. 
Ashmore and Knapp (1999) state that landscapes can be viewed in a number of ways, 
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such as conceptualized landscapes, ideological landscapes and constructed landscapes.  
The latter is most relevant; as constructed landscapes have culturally meaningful 
features are integrated into the landscape.  
 To understand the various processes that occurred at CPP, the sites must be 
understood as a place whose meaning has shifted throughout time. For my work on 
Cypress Pond Plantation, I employ the theoretical framework of landscape theory. My 
survey aims to analyze how the land was physically used over time through the material 
culture produced.  
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3 NATURAL AND CULTURAL SETTING 
This chapter provides an overview on the natural and cultural environment 
surrounding Dougherty County and Albany. This section first begins with a discussion of 
the physiographic regions of the state, with particular focus to the environments around 
CPP.  I then delve into the cultural chronology of the Southeast, including the Archaic, 
Woodland, Mississippian, and Historic periods. Lastly, archaeological sites located in 
the region around the plantation are examined.  
 
3.1 Physiographic Features 
Georgia can be divided into geologic provinces defined by the age of their 
bedrock, character of the rock formation and topography (Goad 1979). The state is 
considered to have five major physiographic regions: the Plateau, the Ridge and Valley, 
the Blue Ridge, the Piedmont, and the Coastal Plain (Georgia Department of Natural 
Resources 2005). Since Dougherty County is in the Coastal Plain region, I describe the 
characteristics of that region in further detail. 
3.1.1 Coastal Plain 
 The Coastal Plain province occupies the southern 3/5ths of the state (Figure 3.1). 
It is predominately composed of clays, sands and marls. Exposed sediments range in age 
from the Late Cretaceous to the Holocene (Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
2005). The Coastal Plain has four broad subareas: the Fall Line Hills area, the 
Dougherty Plain area, Coastal Georgia and the Altamaha Upland area.  
In southwestern Georgia, the Dougherty Plain is covered with mostly upper 
Eocene and Oligocene limestones, first deposited when sea levels were unusually high 
  14 
(Georgia Department of Natural Resources 2005).  Chert found in this region is mainly 
produced from the limestone deposits. West of the Flint River, Cretaceous and early 
Tertiary sediments are mostly of marine sands and gray clays. Those same deposits 
become more coarsely sandy east of the Flint River. 
 
Figure 3.1: Georgia's physiographic regions. Dougherty County is located in the 
Dougherty Plain, highlighted in the red oval (USGS 1976). 
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In Dougherty County, the physiographic features are uniform with the larger part 
of the county lying within the Dougherty Plain. This area is a karst-like province, where 
numerous irregular shaped depressions (also known as lime sinks) vary in size up to 
several hundred acres (Pritchett 1981). Depressions vary by location. Some are filled 
with water while others are dry and under cultivation. Some are swampy and support 
the thick growths of cypress, tupelo and bay (Pritchett 1981). The plantation is currently 
a mixture of live oak and pecan trees, manicured lawns, flat lands for cultivation, 
swamplands and forests. 
3.1.2 Chert 
Chert outcrops are one of the more recognizable features in the county. Chert was 
a key resource for prehistoric Native Americans, as they used it to make stone tools. It 
also formed a large percentage of what I recovered during my archaeological 
investigations. There are conflicting arguments concerning the difference between chert 
and flint. Using Andrefsky (2005) definition, chert is a “compact cryptocrystalline or 
microcrystalline variety of quartz originating from a sedimentary context.” Contrary to 
chert, flint is “a form of chert usually found in accumulations of chalk” (Andrefsky 
2005:255). In general, chert is mostly associated with limestone, while flint is associated 
with chalk (Goad 1979). For this thesis, I will be using the word chert as opposed to flint 
for describing the lithic material, although colloquially the chert is referred to as flint, as 
evidenced by the name of the Flint River.  
Chert is distributed throughout many of the physiographic areas of the state. 
Chert may be differentiated based on color, texture, inclusion and fracture patterns 
(Goad 1979). The color of chert can range from black or brown to white, yellow gray or 
  16 
cream (Goad 1979). In Albany, chert ranges from a dark red to a butterscotch cream 
color. Heat treatment of chert modifies the structure of it by re-crystalizing its silica and 
producing a finer, more workable material (Goad 1979). Treating chert with heat also 
alters the color of the material, making it a bright pink, orange, purple or gray.    
Eight sites within Dougherty County are listed as being chert quarries (9DU29, 
36, 52, 80,81, 88, 97, and 132). None of the sites are described in detail within the 
Georgia State Site Files but 9DU29 and 52 did have test excavations performed at them 
(Elliott 2004). Site 9DU29 produced 1,200 flakes, consisting of debitage, cores, 
projectile points, blanks, knives and flake tools. Cultural affiliation could not be 
established (Rudolph and Barber 1979). Site 9DU52’s artifacts were indicative of 
quarrying and processing of raw material for lithic tool production (Georgia 
Archaeological Site Files 1973). Similar to 9DU29, 9DU52 did not have any diagnostic 
artifacts to determine cultural affiliation.  
 
3.2 Environmental Setting  
3.2.1 Climate 
The climate of Dougherty County is a humid, subtropical climate characterized by 
relatively high temperatures and evenly distributed precipitation throughout the year. 
The elevation of the county is 208 feet (City-data.com 2015). In the summer, 
temperatures are high, leading to warmer nights (Weatherbase 2015). Summers tend to 
be wetter than winters. The average temperature for the year is 78° F.  July is the 
warmest month with the average daytime temperature being 93° F. The coolest month is 
January, with the average temperature of 36° F (U.S. Climate Data 2015). The average 
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amount of precipitation for the year is 51.47 inches, with July being the wettest month 
(5.94 inches). October has the least amount of precipitation, with only 2.64 inches of 
rain (U.S. Climate Data 2015).   
3.2.2 Soils  
Soil surveys can be generally used for farm, local and wider area planning (United 
States Department of Agriculture 2015). They are also useful for archaeology in the 
sense that we can know what type of soil we might encounter. Dougherty County is 
made up of a large variety of soils. Orangeburg loamy sand covers roughly 9.8% of the 
county (21,059 acres). Elevation for this type of soil ranges from 40-500 feet. Typically, 
the first seven inches are considered to be loamy sand. Sandy loam is found from seven 
to twelve inches. Twelve inches to eighty inches is sandy clay loam (United States 
Department of Agriculture 2015). Based on the soil survey, Orangeburg soils are 
considered to be prime farmland.  
Over 17,000 acres of swamplands are found in the flood plains of Dougherty 
County. Sandy loam and sandy clay cover the first sixteen inches. Clay and sandy clay 
are found after sixteen inches. Grady soils are the third most common soil type found 
within the county. Grady and similar soils are found in depressions in the land. Soils 
range from clay loam to sandy clay loam. CPP has all three soil types present.  
 
3.3 Introduction to the History of Southwest Georgia 
Most of the lands located in the southwestern part of the state were added to the 
state as a result of the forced removal of the Creek Indians. In 1814, the Treaty of Fort 
Jackson was signed, ending the war between the United States and the Creeks. As part 
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of the treaty, the Creeks ceded approximately 23 million acres of land in the Mississippi 
Territory to the United States. Much of it was in present-day central and south Alabama 
as well as in southern Georgia (Maloney 2014).  Once the land was surveyed, it was 
parceled out in various acreages through the 1820 Land Lottery (Georgia Archives 
2015a).  
The 1820 Land Lottery created eight counties: Appling, Early, Gwinnett, 
Habersham, Hall, Irwin, Rabun and Walton (Georgia Archives 2015). Depending on the 
county, land allotted ranged from 250 acres per person up to 490 acres per person. 
Early County, created in 1818 from the Creek land, encompassed the southwest region of 
the state. It was divided to create Baker, Clay, Calhoun, Mitchell, Gray, Decatur, Miller 
and Seminole counties (Georgia.gov 2014). 
3.3.1 Dougherty County 
The county was originally created from the northeast corner of Baker County in 
1853. Terrell, Lee, Worth, Mitchell, Baker and Calhoun counties surround Dougherty. It 
is rectangular in shape. Going east and west, Dougherty is about 28 miles, while north 
and south it is 12 ½ miles (Pritchett 1981). The county is a total of 329 square miles 
(Georgia.gov 2015).   
3.3.2 Albany 
The county seat is Albany, first founded by Nelson Tift in 1836. It is now the 8th 
largest city in Georgia, with a population of 76,185 (City-data.com 2015). The Creek 
Indians named the area Thronateeska (flint) after the chert/flint that was found near 
the river (Pritchett 1981). Albany was first established as a commercial venture at the 
foot of the Flint River (Dixon 1983). Giving Albany its namesake was inspired by Albany, 
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New York, which is at the head of the Hudson River. A key component of settling Albany 
was its central location in a new region. Uncultivated land enticed settlers from other 
parts of Georgia and South Carolina to come. It was also a convenient point for shipping 
cotton (Pritchett 1981). Albany was incorporated into a town in 1841. At this point in 
time, Albany was growing so rapidly that it was known it would eventually break into its 
own county. Dougherty County was created December 9th, 1853.  
Large farms characterized the area. Between 1845 and 1860, over 75% of the 
population was black. Agriculturally, nearly 20,000 bales of cotton and 370,000 bales of 
corn were being produced annually (Dixon 1983). Nelson Tift established a cotton and 
wool factory in 1866. Towards the end of 1870, nearly 25,000 bales of cotton and wool 
were being shipped from Albany.  The Civil War did not affect Albany but it did become 
a refuge for soldiers during the war. A Confederate Naval Depot was built in 1864. A 
commissary and quartermaster headquarters were also located in Albany during the war 
(Dixon 1983). Railroads expanded Albany’s commercial success. By 1901, it became one 
of the largest centers in the state. Post-1900, Albany was looking for diversification in 
farming. They shifted away from cotton and concentrated on pecans. By 1904, 60,000 
acres of pecans were planted within a 40-mile radius of Albany (Dixon 1983). Peanuts 
were also an important part of the Albany economy. Agriculture remains an important 
part of the Albany economy including grains, livestock, watermelon, peaches, pecan and 
peanuts (Dixon 1983). Textiles, lumber, meatpacking, fertilizer processing and 
pecan/peanut processing industries also grew in importance during the 20th century. In 
the 1970’s, industries such as Miller Brewing Company, Firestone, and Proctor and 
Gamble brought their plants to the Albany area.  
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Sociologist W.E.B. Du Bois visited Albany in his many travels through Southwest 
Georgia. In his book, The Souls of Black Folk, published in 1903, he described Albany as 
a typical African-American rural town in the Deep South. He discussed the culture and 
economy of the region and how the local sharecroppers struggled with making a living 
(Du Bois 1903). Du Bois painted Dougherty County as “forlorn and forsaken” (Du Bois 
1903:86). He described the sad exterior of ruined plantations, decaying one-room slave 
cabins, and unfenced fields. He critiqued the tenant system and the negative effects of it 
but understood that black tenants “can stand such a system, and they only because they 
must” (Du Bois 1903:86).  Du Bois stated that Albany had about fifteen hundred 
African-American families in 1898. Most were outside of Albany, where the majority 
lived in one or two bedroom homes. He observed that the average family size had 
decreased since the Civil War due to economic stress  (Du Bois 1903).   
 
3.4 Cultural Chronology 
As discussed in Chapter 2, people have interpreted the landscape in various ways. 
Prehistoric to historic, individuals have adapted to their surroundings for their own 
intentions and have therefore altered the way the land has been used. Native Americans 
have occupied the southeastern United States for thousands of years. Georgia’s 
prehistory can be divided into four major time periods: the Paleo-Indian, the Archaic, 
the Woodland, and the Mississippian. Artifacts found in sites within Dougherty County 
indicate a more developed presence featuring the latter three time periods, so the Paleo-
Indian period is not discussed.  
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3.4.1 Archaic 
The Archaic, generally known as the period from 10,000 to 3,000 B.P (Anderson 
and Sassaman 2012), is generally considered to be the time associated with mobile 
hunter-gatherer populations. The term was first used by William Ritchie in 1932 to 
discuss the cultural material found in the Lamoka Lake Site in New York, which 
consisted primarily of chipped stone tools (Ritchie 1932). Sites that showed similar 
characteristics during the Works Progress Administration (WPA) in the 1930’s and 
1940’s were classified as Archaic. 
The Archaic is generally regarded as a long period of transition between the 
initial populating of North America by Paleo-Indian populations and the Woodland and 
Mississippian periods (Anderson and Sassaman 2012). The Archaic period was 
considered to be a period of transition for Caldwell (1959), a slow, progressive trend 
toward exploitation of forest niches, better technologies and networks of interaction and 
cultural diffusion that helped spread pottery, food production and customs of politics 
and religion (Caldwell 1959). Larger groups of people existed across much of the region 
as noted by the large presence of sites and artifacts (Anderson and Sassaman 2012).  
The Hardaway site in North Carolina was one of the first Archaic sites excavated 
and is now considered to date to the Early Archaic. Joffre Coe (1964) wrote about the 
Hardaway site as part of the book Formative Cultures of the Carolina Piedmont. In his 
excavation, he found Hardaway, Palmer, and Kirk projectile points. Coe observed that 
the Hardaway points found in level four were older than the Palmer and Kirk points 
found in levels one through three (Coe 1964), identifying a basic cultural chronology. 
Tools today that are considered to be from the Early Archaic are based on Coe’s work 
from the Hardaway Site. 
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The Middle Archaic is known by the introduction of stemmed bifacial tool 
technology. During this time, temperatures were comparably higher than those of today. 
Deer population increased due to the abundance of vegetation. In the Southeast, there 
was a development of levees, swamps, and oxbow lakes. Food resources such as 
mollusks and fowl increased (Anderson and Sassaman 2012:73). 
The creation of shell middens began in the Late Archaic. Tool varieties such as 
ground stones, milling stone, and tools made out of bone emerged. There was a 
continued expression of mixed resources such as nuts, acorns, and squash (Anderson 
and Sassaman 2012). Sites abandoned or underutilized during the Mid-Holocene were 
once again used as seen through the increase of identified sites and artifact densities 
(Anderson and Sassaman 2012). The earliest pottery in the U.S. was developed during 
the Late Archaic (ca. 3000 B.C.). The earliest versions of Late Archaic ceramics were 
thick, and tempered with fiber materials from plants, such as Spanish moss or palmetto 
palms. Pottery styles such as Stallings Island, Bilbo, St. Simons and Orange (Florida) 
correspond to this time period; however, Sassaman (2006) argues that Stalling Island 
pottery is the earliest form, originating in the coast and then diffusing to other parts of 
the region.  
Extensive trade networks developed in the Late Archaic. Poverty Point, located in 
Louisiana, is a prime example of this (Figure 3.2). There are six concentric circles, all 
made of earth, that total 11 km in distance. Poverty Point had an extensive trade network 
based on the artifacts found. Very few items originated in the area. Soapstone from the 
Blue Ridge, galena from Missouri and copper from the north were common findings at 
Poverty Point (Ford and Webb 1956). The purpose of Poverty Point is still debated but it 
was most likely a place that people came to one or a few times a year.  
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Figure 3.2: Poverty Point, as it may have appeared in 1350 B.C. (Gibson 1996). 
 
3.4.2 Woodland 
The Woodland Period (3200-1000 BP) is typically considered by archaeologists 
to be the era of regionalism, defined by Anderson and Sassaman (2012:113) as the 
process of cultural differentiation leading to distinct traditions and communities across 
the Southeast. Variations in pottery, mound building, earthworks, and burial complexes 
all began in the Woodland. Woodland populations were also starting to settle for longer 
periods of time. Similar to the Archaic, the Woodland period is divided into the Early 
Woodland (1200-100 B.C.), Middle Woodland (100 B.C.-A.D. 500) and the Late 
Woodland (A.D 500- A.D. 1000) phases (Anderson and Sassaman 2012). Much of what 
is known about the Southeast during this phase can be traced back to the Midwest 
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(Anderson and Sassaman 2012). The influences of Hopewell traditions are evidenced in 
the Southeast in both religion and daily practices.  
Pottery became more widespread by 700 B.C. in the Southeast.  Tempering 
pottery with fiber was replaced with grit and sand. Variations in the surface treatment of 
ceramics exposed distinct traditions in areas such as the Gulf Coastal Plain, the interior 
Mid-south region, the middle Atlantic seaboard and the South Appalachian area 
(Anderson and Sassaman 2012). Cord or fabric impressions were applied to the pottery 
of the Middle Atlantic and Mid-south. Pottery from the South Appalachian and Gulf 
coastal areas exhibited more elaborate designs (Anderson and Sassaman 2012).  
The development of agriculture was established in the Woodland period. Our 
understanding of agricultural practices of this phase is based on paleoethnobotanic 
evidence.  Cultigens such as squash, beans and corn were recognized as being 
Mesoamerican staples. Goosefoot, marshelder and sunflower were seen as staples local 
to the Southeast. Cultural anthropologist Ralph Linton (1924) was the first to use the 
term Eastern Agricultural Complex (EAC) to describe these indigenous staples. He 
recognized an independent evolution between the Mesoamerican and indigenous crops 
based on ethnographic case studies. He noted that foods prepared in the Southeast were 
different than how food was prepared in Mesoamerica (Linton 1924).   
One of the defining characteristics of the Middle Woodland is the treatment of 
the dead. Burial complexes rooted in the Hopewell tradition of the Midwest spread to 
the Southeast. The complexes are mainly found in high locations, such as hilltops. Ritual 
objects, such as copper, quartz crystals, flint blades, mica cutouts, shell and pearl beads 
and other exotic materials like obsidian and galena were found in the burial complexes 
(Anderson and Sassaman 2012). Ceremonialism developed further, creating a variety of 
  25 
subcultures including the Ohio and Illinois Hopewell, Swift Creek, and Santa Rosa. The 
Tunacunnhee site in Georgia was part of the Hopewell Interaction Sphere. Jefferies 
(1975) argued that Tunacunnhee was used for efficient communication and 
transportation and was positioned to take advantage of trading from both the North and 
the South.  
Lithic artifact types and seriation of ceramic types for the Middle Woodland 
phase in southern Georgia are derived from excavations done at the Kolomoki site 
(Windham, et al. 2009). Kolomoki is a prominent mound site in southwest Georgia. 
There are nine mounds located on the site with a few of them being flat top platform 
mounds. Pluckhahn (2003) estimated the resident population during the first century of 
Kolomoki’s history (1000 B.C- A.D. 900) to range between 225 and 405 individuals. At 
this time, the scale of mounding was minimal, leading Pluckhahn to interpret the site as 
being a home for residents but also being a locus for the gathering of regional allies 
(Pluckhahn 2003).  
In the Southeast, Swift Creek pottery was popular during the Woodland period. It 
was contemporaneous with the Hopewell Interaction Sphere, as seen with excavations 
at the Mandeville site. The first recognition of the Swift Creek pottery style was in 1936 
by Arthur R. Kelly at the Swift Creek site in Bibb County, GA (Williams and Elliott 
1998). The pottery style was most abundant between A.D. 100 to A.D. 750. Swift Creek 
pottery seems to have been made and used in a variety of contexts, including 
monumental centers such as Kolomoki but also in small campsites along the Ocmulgee 
River near Macon, GA (Snow 1977). Swift Creek pottery is characterized by a curvilinear 
complicated stamped design. They used carved wooden paddles with complex designs to 
decorate their pottery (Snow 1975). The motifs displayed on the pottery were also 
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characterized by the function it was intended for. The elaborate motifs generally 
displayed were used as stamped impressions on the pottery. However, if the impressions 
were on sacred wares, they were considered to be effigies (Williams and Elliott 1998). 
Some pottery designs may portray subjects that are possibly connected in ethno-historic 
accounts, suggesting that Southeast Indians were recording their beliefs through pottery 
two millennia before they were recorded in ethnographic records (Williams and Elliott 
1998).  
Cultural complexity declined during the Late Woodland period. Smaller, political 
units began to appear and the production of elaborate burial complexes ceased. Maize 
agriculture intensified, becoming more important by the end of the Late Woodland. 
Habitation sites also shifted. Homes were located outside of mound areas without the 
mounds actually being attached to the home areas (Anderson and Sassaman 2012).  
Overall, mound building, elaborate earth works, burial styles and variations in 
pottery characterized the Woodland period. The Woodland period in the Midwest was a 
tremendous influence on the Woodland in the Southeast. Based on ethnobotanical data, 
the development of agriculture emerged during this time period. Goosefoot, marshelder 
and sunflower were consumed during the Woodland, and these, along with maize, 
became more important during the subsequent Mississippian period. 
3.4.3 Mississippian 
The Mississippian period began around A.D. 1000 and ends around the period of 
European contact in the sixteenth century (Anderson and Sassaman 2012). During the 
Mississippian and Contact periods, complex societies were located in various parts of 
the Southeast. The sixteenth century de Soto expedition passing through the Southeast 
  27 
provided a first look at Mississippian societies in pristine condition. The Kincaid site in 
Illinois helped define what the term “Mississippian” (Cole and Thorne (1937).  
Today scholars recognize five shared characteristics that define Mississippian 
societies. First, there is intensive maize agriculture. The cultivation of maize appears to 
have played an important role in society by providing a reliable food source, leading to 
population growth (Anderson and Sassaman 2012). Starchy cultigens such as squash, 
sunflower, beans and along with hunted deer, raccoon, waterfowl and harvested fish 
were consumed (Windham, et al. 2009). Second, architecture styles changed. People 
started building wall/trench houses. Circular housing was first used, then, transitioned 
into square housing, using wattle and daub. Third, tempering in pottery shifted from 
grit and sand to shell. Fourth, burial styles changed. Burial complexes from the 
Woodland were no longer being used. Instead, burials were placed under house floors, 
as seen in the Town Creek site in North Carolina (Boudreaux 2013). Finally, mounds 
were being used as residences, not just temples/burial mounds. The Mississippian 
period is also associated with the emergence of chiefdoms.  
Sites such as Moundville (Figure 3.3) in Alabama and Etowah (Figure 3.4) in 
Georgia were capitals of Mississippian chiefdoms. Etowah had six mounds, three of 
them prominent. Geophysical survey and excavations showed that there was a wall 
surrounding the site. Some structures were found outside of the wall. Etowah had three 
phases used over the span of the site. King, et al. (2011) argued that in the initial 
occupation, courtyard groups were around squares. During the Middle to Late 
Mississippian, people were living in larger spaces based on the presence of hearths 
spread throughout.  
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Twenty-nine mounds are featured in Moundville. It was occupied around A.D. 
950 with the first mound being built around A.D. 1050. Mound B is the largest mound. 
Two burial mounds were associated with mound B. Knight (1998) argued that the 
arrangement of mounds, mound pairing and mound size was based on family lineage. In 
these arrangements, each mound had a different function. One was a residential base 
and the other was dedicated for burials. Knight interpreted the structured layout of the 
mounds in Moundville as being associated with the number of ranked social groups 
(Knight 1998).  
 
Figure 3.3: Site map of Moundville (Karen Carr Studio 2015). 
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Figure 3.4: Etowah, as depicted in A.D. 1325-1375 (Patricia 2004). 
 
Elaborate crafts such as copper, pottery, shell, stone, wood and other comparable 
materials were common at Mississippian sites (Anderson and Sassaman 2012). Parallel 
trends in artwork found at a number of sites across the region led archaeologists to 
believe that they were of symbolic and religious significance, perhaps representing a cult 
of sorts (Anderson and Sassaman 2012). The shared styles and motifs have been 
identified as being part of the Southeastern Ceremonial Complex, or more recently 
named the Mississippian Ideological Interaction Sphere.  
The Mississippian period, expanding from A.D. 1000 up the sixteenth century, is 
characterized by five different traits. Sites such as Moundville and Etowah were 
examples of Mississippian chiefdoms. Both sites exhibited characteristics of this time 
period, including the use of funerary mounds as homes for elite members and the 
change in architecture technology.  
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3.4.4 Proto-Historic 
The Proto-Historic period is defined as the time period where the Spanish 
initially made contact with Native Americans.  Early European contact was mainly 
restricted to the Coast, however, in the mid-sixteenth century, passages to the interior 
were successful. Expeditions led by Hernando de Soto (1539-1543), Tristan de Luna 
(1559-1561), and Juan Pardo (1566-1568) were both significant and catastrophic 
(Anderson and Sassaman 2012). Europeans brought an array of diseases with them, 
consequently killing a large number of Native Americans who were not immune to such 
diseases.  
Spain established a presence in northeast Florida, leading to the creation of St. 
Augustine in 1565. Once the Spanish abandoned the coastal area of the Florida 
Panhandle in the late 1500’s and early 1600’s, a chain of missions was expanded in the 
interior. Missionaries established outposts near the Atlantic coast and further west to 
the Apalache region (Fretwell 1980). By the seventeenth century, there were at least 
seven missions in the Apalache region. The Spanish had made one final push into the 
Chattahoochee River valley in the early 1690’s. A Spanish fort on the west side of the 
Chattahoochee River was founded in what is now Russell County, Alabama (Fretwell 
1980) to keep an eye on the numerous Creek communities near Coweta and Cusseta.  
The establishment of Savannah and the colony of Georgia in the 1730’s brought 
the English into the area (Windham, et al. 2009). The French encroached onto Creek 
territory from the west side. Creek Indians took advantage of the situation to make their 
own position stronger. The encroachment of Euro-Americans onto Indian Territory 
caused the Cherokees and Creeks to adapt to Euro-American technology, settlement and 
subsistence practices. Indian farmers started acquiring metal farming equipment and 
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domestic animals similar to their Euro-American counterparts (Windham, et al. 2009). 
The overall lack of Mississippian and Proto-historic evidence in this area supports the 
disintegration of this area after de Soto’s passage (Braley 1995).  
The War of 1812 between the United States and Great Britain drew active 
engagement from the Creek Confederation. The Upper Creek massacre of over 500 
American settlers in southern Alabama caused a heavy reaction from the Tennessee 
militia led by Andrew Jackson (Windham, et al. 2009). In the battle of Horseshoe Bend 
in 1814, Jackson defeated the Upper Creek, ending most of the Creek resistance for the 
duration of the war.  
Land cession from the Creeks led to the creation of American forts along the 
Chattahoochee River. Fort Gaines and Camp Crawford (later Fort Scott) were both 
founded in 1816. This time period was detrimental for Native Americans. Between 1816 
and 1840, tribes such as the Cherokees, Chickasaws, Creeks, Choctaws and Seminoles 
signed over 40 different treaties ceding their land to the United States. By the early 
1800’s, there were enough traders and settlers to create a population of mixed-race 
Cherokees and Creeks (Windham, et al. 2009). Prominent Cherokees of mixed descent 
attained positions of leadership within the Cherokee Confederation located in New 
Echota, northwestern Georgia. Prominent Creeks echoed the Cherokee with finding 
leadership positions within their confederation.  The Seminole Wars (1817 to 1858) 
exacerbated tensions between the Native Americans and the United States, resulting in 
the ceding of more Indian territories to the United States. They were relocated to areas 
west of the Mississippi river. The last Cherokees were removed from northwestern 
Georgia by 1838. Creeks ceded their land after 1827 and the Seminole were forced west 
in 1858 (Windham, et al. 2009). 
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3.4.5 Euro-American Historic  
This section is divided into three smaller sections according to time periods. The 
first is the antebellum period, most commonly associated with the plantation system. 
The second period discussed is the agricultural and industrial phase, examining events 
occurring post-emancipation. The final section elaborates on the modern era, discussing 
Albany as it is today.  
 
Antebellum (1815-1865) 
In the early 1800’s, cotton cultivation spread throughout the fertile lands of the 
Southeast. With the invention of the cotton gin in 1793, a demand for new lands spread 
throughout the region, creating a plantation system based on cotton and a work force of 
enslaved Africans. Growing cotton didn’t require much skill in cultivating it and 
afforded the most use of slave labor.  All portions of the state had some slaves whether 
they produced little or no cotton (Flanders 1967); however, the areas associated with 
cotton farming had the largest enslaved populations. The average plantations in 
Southwest Georgia were about 1250 acres in 1852 (Flanders 1967). Settlement in the 
Southeast and in the southwestern region of Georgia increased due to the new cotton 
plantations. Counties such as Randolph, Lee, Dooly, Decatur and Baker were created in 
the 1820’s (Georgia Archives 2015a) out of the 23 million acres ceded by the Creek 
Indians through the Treaty of Fort Jackson (Maloney 2014). In the 1830’s through the 
1850’s, the counties were subdivided as populations continued to increase. Not everyone 
at the time had a plantation but it was a common sight in the southwest region of the 
state. The plantation system was strong along the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers 
(Windham, et al. 2009).  
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Slave labor drastically increased Albany and Georgia’s population. In 1857, the 
Albany Patriot carried a long editorial about the need of slave labor and the blessings of 
civilization to the slave (Flander 1967). Slave-holders such as the Tarver Family, Nelson 
Tift and other prominent locals thrived from the booming crop and constituted the 
upper echelon of antebellum society. By 1840, Dougherty County’s majority population 
was black, the majority composed by slaves (Flanders 1967). In 1860, slaves made up 
75% of the population. There were a total of 322 slave-holders (Pritchett 1981). In the 
1850’s, Lee, Dougherty and Terrell counties produced about 23, 400-lb bales of cotton. 
That was increased to 45, 400-lb bales by 1860 (Flanders 1967). 
 
Agriculture and Industry (1865-1940)  
The Civil War (1861-1865) affected most of Georgia but did not have a huge 
impact in Albany or Dougherty County. The exception was a Confederate prison camp 
based in Macon County. It was purposely placed there because it was distant to the war 
action (Windham, et al. 2009). The collapse of the Confederacy also brought the end of 
slavery. Cotton was still the major cash crop throughout most of this area; however, 
tenant farmers cultivated much of it. By the end of the 1800’s, the spread of railroad 
systems transformed much of Georgia’s economy. Albany and other larger cities like 
Columbus became rail hubs (Nesbitt 1895). Years of cotton cultivation had depleted the 
farmlands and by the 1910’s, the boll weevil had decimated much of the local cotton 
crop. The collapse of the cotton market paved the way for other agricultural pursuits 
such as peanuts and pecans that are still dominant crops today.  
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Modern Era (1940 to today) 
The southwestern region of the state has developed more industrially post 1940. 
In some counties, population levels have increased greatly in comparison to where they 
were a century ago, however, the region is still predominantly rural and agricultural. 
Pecans and peanuts are still one of the largest agricultural industries within the region. 
Albany has also established itself as a hub for commercial industries, such as Firestone, 
Proctor & Gamble, Miller and other large corporations.  
 
3.5 Archaeological context in Dougherty County 
Southwestern Georgia has had little archaeological survey work done in 
comparison to other areas in Georgia. Although detailed knowledge is largely absent, the 
region was extensively used in the past (Elliott 2004). The Georgia Natural, 
Archaeological, and Historic Resources GIS (GNAHRGIS) database shows all of the 
recorded archaeological sites within the state. Dougherty County has 328 registered 
sites, having the second largest number of sites following Baker County (448 sites). They 
range from the Paleo-Indian to the Historic periods.   
Of the 328 registered sites in Dougherty Co., 256 of those sites are within a 10-
mile radius of the plantation (Figure 3.5). Over half of these registered sites (144/256) 
are listed as “unknown prehistoric” due to the lack of diagnostic artifacts recovered in 
the survey. Sites discovered with diagnostic artifacts were predominantly based on lithic 
scatters.  
Albany has an extremely limited Paleo-Indian occupation, with only two sites 
being identified as such.  Only one site (9DU33) had some sort of activity starting from 
the Paleo-Indian through the Historic. Archaic sites (19/256) were more frequent in 
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comparison to Woodland (12/256) and Mississippian sites (7/256). Ten additional sites 
had at least an Archaic component present (Early, Middle or Late Archaic). Diagnostic 
artifacts found in Archaic sites included Coastal Plain chert flakes, Flint River chert 
flakes and Savannah River points, distinguished by the chert type used and the specific 
shape of the point. Woodland sites were the second most frequent category. Eight 
additional sites had both a Woodland and Mississippian category featured. Only seven 
sites had various Mississippian phases. Site 9DU229 had Point Washington Incised 
pottery. A variety of pottery was found in 9DU1, including Andrews decorated, 
Columbia incised, and Ingram plain, Lake Jackson decorated, incised and plain pottery.  
Twenty-five sites date to the historic period and have 19th and 20th century 
artifacts. Items collected include whiteware, stoneware, brick fragments, historic glass 
and nails. Only site 9DU150 had 18th century artifacts. Twenty-six sites were labeled 
“unknown prehistoric and historic” in the Site Files paperwork due to the lack of 
diagnostic artifacts. These sites had both a prehistoric and historic component. 
There were various other sites located in Dougherty County that had multiple 
components. Some sites had Archaic, Woodland and Mississippian components to them 
(4/256) while other sites had Woodland and Mississippian phases present (8/256). 
 
Table 3.1: Dougherty County’s archaeological sites, listed by time period. 
Occupational Period # SITES 
Paleo-Indian 2 
Archaic 19 
Archaic and Woodland 2 
Archaic, Woodland, Mississippian 4 
Archaic, Woodland, Historic 2 
Archaic through Historic 1 
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Figure 3.5: The 256 sites located within a 10-mile radius of the plantation (map made 
by the author). 
 
Archaic and Historic 1 
Woodland 12 
Woodland, Mississippian 8 
Woodland, Mississippian and Historic 1 
Woodland and Historic 1 
Mississippian 7 
Paleo-Indian through Mississippian 1 
Historic 25 
Unknown Prehistoric 144 
Unknown Prehistoric and Historic 26 
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Through other investigations, additional important sites have emerged. The first 
recorded archaeological site in Dougherty County (9DU1) was Pine Island Mound Site. 
Described as a single, square, truncated mound, it was identified as a potential 
Mississippian site with Lamar and Creek pottery.  In 1939, Robert Wauchope excavated 
9DU3, a site on the Radium Springs golf course. There was broken chert and some 
arrowheads found (Elliott 2004). In 1979, The University of Georgia, Athens (UGA) 
conducted a 15-hectare survey near the Flint River for the City of Albany. In their 
survey, they identified a chert quarry about 4.8 ha in size. Artifacts found included 
Savannah River projectile points (Rudolph and Barber 1979). UGA also conducted a 
survey in 1973 at the Marine Corps Supply Center Site after a bulldozer exposed a site. 
After excavation, eight sites were located, all dating to the Early Archaic. Three Archaic 
projectile points were found, including Elora and McIntire points (Elliott 2004).  
The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) performed a survey along the 
Flint River in Crisp, Worth and Dougherty counties. Eight sites were identified. One site 
had large stemmed projectile points and Arredondo-like points (Anderson 1977). Soil 
Systems, Inc. performed two excavations at Muckafoonee Creek for Georgia Power. Site 
9DU37 had a deep deposit of Early, Middle and Late Archaic lithics. There was also a 
Paleo-Indian component (Elliott 2004). In the 1980’s, Newell Wright conducted a 
survey near the airport. Five sites were recorded, including an Archaic site with scrapers 
and axes. Site ARA-DU-4 had flint outcrops with evidence of aboriginal quarrying 
(Elliott 2004).  In 1985, Braley and Smith surveyed a 2.4 ha tract that resulted in seven 
sites. One Archaic lithic site was present (Elliott 2004).  
Archaeologists from the LAMAR Institute conducted a three-year survey in 
southwestern Georgia from 2001-2004. They targeted Baker, Calhoun, Colquitt, 
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Decatur, Dougherty, Early, Grady, Lee, Miller, Mitchell, Seminole, Terrell, Thomas and 
Worth counties (Elliott 2004). Dan Elliott with archaeologists from the LAMAR 
Institute provided information on nine archaeological sites from Dougherty County 
(Elliott 2004). Elliott indicates that that none of the sites were previously recorded but 
does not delve into any details about those sites.   
As part of his PhD fieldwork, John Chamblee, a graduate student from University 
of Arizona, surveyed a large number of sites along the Chickasawhatchee Swamp in the 
lower Southwest region of Dougherty County. His research aimed to better understand 
the social complexity of prehistoric Native American societies that occupied the region 
during the Woodland period (Chamblee 2006). Chamblee and his crews located 259 
archaeological sites. Of those, 238 had been previously unrecorded. One hundred and 
eight sites included a Woodland or Mississippian component (Chamblee 2006). In his 
findings, Chamblee indicated that Woodland period peoples chose settlement locations 
in areas that were not within traditional “floodplain” regions. Most sites dating to the 
Woodland period were found at creek confluences and along smaller floodplains within 
the Chickasawhatchee study area (Chamblee 2006).   
Chamblee also found evidence of mound sites. Artifacts collected from 
Chamblee’s excavations revealed Early and Middle Woodland occupations from the 
Windmill Plantation.  Pottery discovered included check stamped pottery, Deptford 
Linear Check Stamped, Alligator Bayou Rocker Stamped, Woodland Spikes, Swift Creek 
Complicated Stamped, triangular bifaces, and Tallahassee points (Chamblee 2006). 
Chamblee’s survey on the Tallassee Plantation further provided evidence of Weeden 
Island ceramics and a small platform mound. The Hayfever, Red Bluff and 
Chickasawhatchee Knoll sites all had Late Woodland components (Chamblee 2006). 
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Chamblee’s results indicated that Late Mississippian societies responded differently to 
changes on the Atlantic and Gulf coasts, suggesting a relationship between shifting 
settlement patterns and inter-regional interaction. This supported the argument for 
inter-regional contact in driving changes in settlement patterns. 
In 2013, TRC Solutions, Inc. conducted a Phase I and II survey through 
Southwest Georgia as part of a proposed gas pipeline for Sabal Trails. Part of the 
pipeline was set to go through the plantation. Shovel tests done on CPP revealed three 
archaeological sites: two prehistoric and one historic. The prehistoric sites were lithic 
scatters and represented local chert extraction and early reduction activities. The 
historic site had fragmented modern (post 1950) material (Millis 2014, 2015). According 
to TRC archaeologist Tracy Millis, the pipeline has been relocated from its proposed 
original location and the three sites surveyed will be avoided.  Because of this, they will 
not be included in the final report (Millis 2014, 2015).  
 
3.6 Conclusion 
This chapter described the cultural and natural landscape featured in Georgia 
and Dougherty County. It further discussed the cultural chronology of the southeast, 
where characteristics of the Archaic, Woodland, Mississippian and Historic periods were 
examined. Previous archaeological surveys conducted in Dougherty County have 
demonstrated the array of sites within the region, showing a larger use of the landscape 
countywide. Unfortunately, the majority of prehistoric sites in Dougherty County have 
unknown cultural affiliations due to undiagnostic artifacts found.  Many unknown 
prehistoric sites were also seen with a historic component, as seen on the plantation. 
The history of the plantation will be addressed in the following chapter.  
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4 THE HISTORY OF CYPRESS POND PLANTATION 
Cypress Pond Plantation currently encompasses 1,638 acres, comprising land lots 
195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 202 and 203 (Figure 4.1).  It is located in district 2 of Dougherty 
County.  It sits just outside of the Albany city limits, near the airport.  The plantation can 
be divided into two parts. The eastern half is surrounded by rows of pecan trees, large, 
open, fields and constructed farm shops. A newly planted citrus grove and a circular 
man-made pond are near the house known as Aunt Mamie’s cabin. The large 85-acre 
cypress pond is located in the middle of the plantation. Smaller cabins surround the 
pond. The western half of the plantation is covered with dense forest. Pocosin pond, 
Pocosin Creek and Cooleewahee Creek are hidden away near the western boundary of 
the property. An easement and small trails are found throughout the forested portion of 
the property.  
 
4.1 The Land Lots 
After the succession of Creek lands in 1814, land lots were individually granted to 
males as part of the 1820 land lottery (Georgia Archives 2015a). From 1818 to 1825, the 
core land lots were in the northeast corner of the original Early Country, later becoming 
the northeast corner of Baker County from 1825 to 1853. When Dougherty County was 
created from Baker County in 1853, the land lots were now permanently located in 
Dougherty County (Formwalt 2013). The original land lots of the plantation during the 
1850’s were 196, 197, 198 199, 202, 203 and 204 (Department of Revenue 1854). The 
core land lots were not formulated into a plantation-style property until 1848 when 
James J. Mayo purchased five of the land lots to consolidate them into one solid 
property (Formwalt 2013).  
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Figure 4.1: The land encompassing Cypress Pond Plantation. The numbers in white are 
the land lot numbers (map made by the author). 
 
Only the names of the original grantees of each land lot are available (State of 
Georgia 1820). With the exception of land lots 199 and 203, the ownership of each 
individual land lot post 1820 cannot be traced until 1852 due to the numerous 
courthouse fires Baker County had during that time period (Formwalt 2013).  
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Table 4.1: Original grantees of the land lots regarding Cypress Pond. 
 
   GRANTEE NAME LAND LOT YEAR ACQUIRED 
James Mitchell 202 1826 
Clement Carol 197 1828 
Martin Wood 198 1829 
Elias Brooks 204 1834 
George Moore 196 1836 
Josiah Bently 199 1837 
Edney Willis 203 1837 
 
4.2 The Families 
CPP did not remain in one family. Since roughly 1850, ten different families have 
called the plantation home.  This section discusses each family that owned CPP and 
their duration on the property. 
 
Table 4.2: Table outlining the ownership at Cypress Pond Plantation. 
FAMILY DURATION OF OWNERSHIP 
James Mayo 1848-1851 
Dr. Henry J. Nichols and Family 1851-1860 
Cindarilla Tarver 1860-1863 
Dr. Charles P. Heartwell 1863-1890  
Mary Heartwell McCorkle 1890-1912 
Archibald and Viola Galt 1912-1945 
Charles H. Smith III and Family 1945-1986 
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Hall Family 1986-1994 
Gerald Lawhorn 1994-2011 
New Communities 2011-present 
 
4.2.1 Mayo Family 
James J. Mayo was the first to consolidate multiple land lots into a plantation 
with his purchase of lots 196, 198, 199, 202, and 204. He recorded having a 1,250 acre 
plantation in Baker county in 1850 (U.S. Census Office 1850a). He did not live on the 
property but used the land for cotton cultivation. Thirty-seven slaves worked the land 
(U.S. Census Office 1850c). In January of 1852, he sold the entire plantation to Dr. 
Nichols for $12,500 (about $391,000 today) (Formwalt 2013, Williamson 2015).  After 
selling the plantation, he continued farming elsewhere in Baker County (U.S. Census 
Office 1850b). 
4.2.2 Nichols Family 
Dr. Henry J. Nichols of Glynn County, Georgia took over the plantation in 1852. 
He moved his wife Eliza and their seven children to Albany to reside on the property 
(U.S. Census Office 1850d). According to the 1850 Glynn County slave schedule, he had 
96 slaves (U.S. Census Office 1850e) that most likely made the move to Albany with 
them.  By 1858, Nichols only owned 24 slaves (Department of Revenue 1858). Under 
Nichols’ ownership, the plantation was expanded with the purchase of land lot 197 (the 
large cypress pond), connecting land lots 196, 198 and 204, making the plantation one 
contiguous 1500-acre property (Figure 4.2).  
There is no surviving documentation providing information on who built the 
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Greek Revival home that is still in the same location today, but it was most likely Nichols 
who had it constructed. This is based on a prenuptial agreement with Dr. Nichols’ 
daughter Mary and Charles Postell of Glynn County (Formwalt 2013). The agreement 
was filed in Dougherty County in 1854, suggesting that the Nichols family was already 
residing there. Taxes were paid in the county where one resided, regardless of whether 
the owner had property in other counties. Nichols is listed on all the tax digests from 
1854- 1859 with Cypress Pond as his only property. Further, Nichols lived at Cypress 
Pond for most of the 1850’s, implying that there had to be some sort of residence on site. 
In this case, the home was most likely built between 1852 and 1853. 
 
Figure 4.2: Land lots owned by Dr. Nichols in the 1850’s, outlined by the light yellow 
(map made by the author). 
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In 1860, Nichols sold the 1500-acre plantation to the Paul Tarver estate for Mr. 
Tarver’s widow Cindarilla through his agent, Edward S. Langmade. In the 1860 census, 
Nichols was listed as residing in Camden County with his 68 slaves (U.S. Census Office 
1860a). 
4.2.3 Cindarilla Tarver 
Mrs. Tarver moved to the plantation in 1860 with her five-year-old daughter 
Dolly after the death of her husband Paul. Paul was the eldest son of General Hartwell 
Hill Tarver, the largest slaveholder in Georgia at the time. Dr. Formwalt suggests that 
Paul was aware that he was dying so he prepared a will to get his affairs in order 
(Formwalt 2013). Paul Tarver never stepped onto Cypress Pond as an owner nor was he 
aware that Cindarilla was considering purchasing the property before his death. Ms. 
Tarver and her brother-in-law Henry actually purchased another plantation prior to this 
one (Formwalt 2013).  
After Paul’s passing, Henry helped her carry out the terms of Paul’s will, 
including the sale of his 5000-acre plantation (which neighbored Cypress Pond) and the 
sale of his 122 slaves (Court of Ordinare 1859). Through the Dougherty County Probate 
Court, Paul’s will is available. It specified that Ms. Tarver purchased herself a home for 
her and Dolly after his death and was instructed to pick out 30 slaves, made up of 
families, for them to work on the new land. Ms. Tarver ended up choosing 44 slaves. 
They resided in the ten slave cabins (made up of frame, brick and log) on the plantation 
(U.S. Census Office 1860c).  
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Table 4.3: The appraisement of Ms.Tarver's slaves from Paul Tarver's estate. 
 NAME AGE AMOUNT APPRAISED 
FOR ($) 
William 50 700 
Clarissa 35 750 
Newton 18 1200 
Billy 17 1200 
Solomon 14 900 
Chappele 12 900 
Gilbert 30 1100 
Abby + child infant 27 1200 
Hampton 4 300 
June 36 1000 
Bus 14 1000 
Chalton 13 900 
Elias 26 1400 
Rebecca 20 1250 
Martha 18 1200 
Henrietta 15 900 
Bina + infant (unhealthy) 37 900 
Vinson 28 1200 
Warren 16 1200 
Emanuel 23 1250 
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Becky + infant 18 1250 
Sally 12 900 
Wilkins (unhealthy) 40 750 
Zeke (unhealthy) 16 700 
Freeman 13 900 
Hampton 11 800 
Ruffin 7 600 
Louvima 10 750 
Beverly (carpenter) 35 1500 
Harriet (+ infant) 29 1100 
Buck 3 150 
Venus 30 1000 
Bella 12 700 
Brooks 8 300 
Elias 5 250 
Rubin (unsound) 35 100 
Dolly 60 50 
Ned 70 100 
Jacob (unhealthy) 38 400 
Susan 22 100 
 
Ms. Tarver grew cotton, hay, peas, beans and sweet potatoes on her property 
(U.S. Census Office 1860b). After Paul’s passing, Cindarilla quickly married Dr. Charles 
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P. Heartwell of Virginia in 1861. In 1863, Heartwell purchased the plantation under his 
name (from Henry Tarver as Paul’s executor) at auction (Burks 1863). In 1864, they 
welcomed the birth of their son, Charles P. Heartwell Jr. (Formwalt 2013). Cindarilla 
passed away in 1866. 
4.2.4 Charles P. Heartwell 
Heartwell was a practicing doctor in Virginia but dedicated his life to farming 
once he moved to Georgia. In the 1860’s, Heartwell purchased land lot 162, creating the 
new northeast corner of the property.  After Ms. Tarver’s passing in 1866, Heartwell 
remained on the plantation, producing cotton and corn (Department of Revenue 1870).  
The plantation became known as the CP Heartwell Home (Department of Revenue 
1884). During this time, he also acquired his son’s plantation in northwest Dougherty 
County (known as the Charles P. Heartwell Estate Place), managing both locations 
(Department of Revenue 1886; Formwalt 2013). Throughout the 1870’s and 1890’s, 
Heartwell had at least 15 freedmen working on his plantations annually. The majority of 
the men hired were consistently listed in the tax digests from 1870 to the mid 1890’s, 
suggesting a good working relationship with Dr. Heartwell.  
In the 1870’s, Heartwell expanded the plantation further by purchasing land lots 
203 (linking 202 and 204), and 238, enlarging the land further south (Figure 4.3) 
(Formwalt 2013). The plantation was now at its maximum extent with 2,250 acres. In 
1871, Dr. Heartwell sold lot 238 to his former slave Wilkins Tarver for $1000 (Formwalt 
2013), being the first white person in Dougherty County to sell land to an African-
American. Between 1872 and 1876, land lots 162 and 204 changed hands numerous 
times (Department of Revenue 1872, 1873, 1874, 1875,1876). 
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Figure 4.3: Heartwell's property during the 1870's (map made by the author). 
 
In 1872, Heartwell married Mary Wimberly Heartwell. Throughout their 
marriage, Heartwell slowly transferred the land lots to Mary. Heartwell spent close to 30 
years living on the plantation. By the time he passed away in 1890, the plantation was 
entirely in Mrs. Heartwell’s name (Department of Revenue 1881-1890). 
4.2.5 Mary Heartwell McCorkle 
McCorkle remained on CPP after her husband’s death. She married Colonel 
McCorkle sometime in the 1890’s, but he passed away before the end of the decade 
(Formwalt 2013). Post-civil war, property values in Albany declined significantly, 
causing Ms. McCorkle to mortgage the plantation. She first did it in June of 1892, and 
then again in 1911. She also sold lots 121 and 162 in 1891. This brought the plantation’s 
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acreage down from 2000 acres to 1500 (Department of Revenue 1891).  
According to the 1900 Census, Heartwell McCorkle was the only resident on the 
property (U.S. Census Office 1900). She stayed on the plantation until her health 
declined, moving into town with her niece (Formwalt 2013). In 1912, Heartwell 
McCorkle sold the property to Archibald Galt and his brothers-in-law, W.G. McCormack 
and Ray Smith (Department of Revenue 2012, Formwalt 2013). She retained ownership 
of land lots 196 and 197 (Department of Revenue 1912). 
4.2.6 Galt Family/Paper Shell Pecan Company 
During this time, the southwest region of Georgia was shifting away from cotton 
and moving towards pecans. The plantation became the Paper Shell Pecan Company 
(Department of Revenue 1930). Land lots were added over the 1910’s and 1920’s, 
bringing the acreage up from 1,700 to 2,280 (Figure 4.4) (Department of Revenue 1916, 
1918).  
The brothers-in-law ultimately dropped out of the company in the 1930’s, but 
Galt and his wife Viola continued running the company out of the plantation. The 
plantation was now known as Bonnie Brae (Formwalt 2013). The Galts lived in the home 
until 1945, when they sold it to the Smith family. 
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Figure 4.4: The Galt property during 1918-1923 (map made by the author). 
 
4.2.7 Smith Family 
During the 1940’s, the Galts sold Bonnie Brae to Charles H. Smith, Jr. and his 
two children, Charles H. Smith III and Cecelia Smith Boesch. Smith III eventually 
bought out his sister’s and father’s shares of the property. He was the first to reside on 
the property for residential purposes, not agricultural. Smith III remodeled some of the 
house in 1966, adding a kitchen and repainting the home (Formwalt 2013). Their second 
restoration project in 1977 included repainting the entire home. 
4.2.8 Hall Family 
The Smiths sold the plantation to Chip and Betsy Hall in 1986. It was the Halls 
who gave the property its current name. Mr. Hall had intended on developing a 
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residential neighborhood on the plantation but it never occurred. Following the failed 
real estate development, the Halls re-sold the plantation to the Smiths and eventually 
moved to Charleston (Formwalt 2013). 
4.2.9 Lawhorn Family 
Mr. Lawhorn purchased Cypress Pond in 1998. He was the founder of PetroSouth 
and the inventor of the electronic gas payment system. Lawhorn had an interest in 
historic preservation and therefore wanted to preserve the plantation. Lawhorn was first 
diagnosed with ALS in 2005. Later in the year, he developed a panel of local 
professionals (including Dr. Formwalt) to establish a plan on historically preserving the 
plantation but again, nothing developed of it (Formwalt 2013). Lawhorn invested about 
$3 million in restoration projects on the plantation.  Lawhorn eventually succumbed to 
his illness in 2008.  
4.2.10 New Communities 
New Communities purchased the plantation in 2011, from the estate of Lawhorn. 
New Communities, Inc., founded by Civil Rights Activists Charles and Shirley Sherrod, 
is a non-profit 501 (C)(4) organization based in Albany, Georgia. In 1969, it was a farm 
collective with 5,735 acres located in Lee County, Georgia. It was recognized as one of 
the original models for community land trusts in the United States. The farm collective 
provided a safe haven for black farmers who were being driven from their lands due to 
their involvement in the Civil Rights Movement (Perkins+Will 2014). Due to severe 
droughts in 1985, they lost the property due to emergency loan refusals from the 
government that was being offered to their white counterparts.  
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In August of 1997, black farmers brought two lawsuits: Pigford v. Glickman and 
Brewington v. Glickman. The farmers alleged that they were being denied USDA farm 
loans or forced to wait longer on loan approvals than those who were not minorities 
(Cowan and Feder 2013). Many black farmers asserted that they were facing 
foreclosures on their land and were in financial ruin due to the USDA loan denials. 
Further, many claimed that the USDA failed to respond to claims about discrimination. 
New Communities had similar experiences with their farm in Lee County. Soon, they 
became part of the Pigford vs. Glickman class-action lawsuit. 
Prior to the Pigford lawsuit in 1994, a USDA commissioned study was conducted 
to analyze the treatment of minorities and women in Farm Service Agency (FSA) 
program and payments. The study examined conditions from 1990 to 1995 and 
primarily focused on crop payments, disaster payment programs, and Commodity 
Credit Corporation (CCC) loans (Cowan and Feder 2013). Results from the final report 
revealed that minority participation in FSA programs were very minimal and minorities 
received less than their fair share of USDA monies for crop payments, disaster payments 
and loans (Cowan and Feder 2013).  
In 1996, Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman ordered the suspension of 
government farm closures pending the outcome of an investigation into institutional 
racial discrimination in the agency’s loan program. The Civil Rights Task Force was 
created as part of the investigation. In February 1997, the task force recommended 92 
changes to the USDA addressing racial biases. However, it did not satisfy those seeking 
to undo the wrongs of the past nor did it offer compensation for losses suffered (Cowan 
and Feder 2013). In August 1997, Timothy Pigford (and later Cecil Brewington) filed a 
class action lawsuit against the USDA on behalf of a then-estimated 2,000 black farmers 
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for discrimination against black farmers from 1983 to 1997 (Cowan and Feder 2013). In 
1999, Judge Paul Friedman of the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 
approved a settlement agreement for the Pigford v. Glickman suit. A sum of $100 
million in mandatory spending was made available for all the claimants in the lawsuit 
(Cowan and Feder 2013).  
New Communities and other black farmers were awarded the compensation they 
deserved. With the settlement money, New Communities purchased the plantation in 
2011. In 2012, New Communities invested in 5,000 new pecan trees to continue pecan 
farming on the property. For the future, they would like to create a unique environment 
for future visitors: a retreat, conference center and a working farm (Perkins+Will 2014). 
 
4.3 Conclusion 
Nine families and one organization have owned the property from its 
establishment in 1848 until the present. The plantation was originally consolidated as 
one solid property in the late 1840’s. James Mayo was the first owner, owning land lots 
196, 198, 199, 202, and 204. Mayo owned the land as a farm but there as no home until 
Dr. Henry Nichols and his family took ownership. They were the first to reside on the 
property. In the 1860’s, Cindarilla Tarver and her young daughter called the plantation 
home, naming it the Homestead Place. Following Ms. Tarver’s death, her widower, Dr. 
Charles P. Heartwell, maintained the plantation, growing cotton and expanding the 
property by almost 1,000 acres.  After his death in 1890, his widow Mary Heartwell 
McCorkle remained living on the property.  
New changes occurred at the start of the century under Heartwell McCorkle’s 
ownership. The plantation overall lost value and several hundred acres were sold. Once 
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the planation was sold to Archibald Galt and his brothers-in-law in 1912, the plantation 
commenced a new phase with pecan farming under the auspices of the Paper Shell 
Pecan Company for several decades. In the 1940’s, the plantation returned to private 
ownership under the Smith family. From the 1940’s through the 2010, Cypress Pond 
Plantation was more of a home with expansive acreage than a for-profit farm for 
cultivation. The plantation is now owned by New Communities, a non-profit farm trust.  
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5 METHODOLOGY 
This section provides an overview of the various steps I did to conduct my fieldwork 
at Cypress Pond Plantation.  This includes the research process in gathering archived 
documentation from the Georgia Archives and the processing of artifacts in the lab after 
they were recovered from the field. My fieldwork was divided in two parts: prehistoric 
and historic. Because I conducted this survey as a smaller scale CRM-style project, it is 
important to discuss cultural resource management as a field.  
 
5.1 Cultural Resource Management 
Cultural resource management (CRM) resulted from the 1966 National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) as a response to the continued impacts on cultural resources 
by development activities and vandalism (Fowler 1982). Cultural resources are 
considered to be physical features associated with human activity. They can be natural 
or created by humans (King 2013). Section 106 of the NHPA created a requirement that 
agencies consider the effects of their actions on places that could be included in the 
National Park Service National Register of Historic Places (36 CFR 60.4). The National 
Register is the official list of the country’s historic and archaeological resources 
considered to be worthy of preservation (National Park Service 2015). The NHPA 
created most of the institutions that are central to the historic preservation segment of 
CRM today. CRM is conducted in three phases: I, III, and III. Section 106 and the three 
phases of CRM are discussed below.  
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5.1.1 Phase I 
Phase I refers to the identification of archaeological resources through an 
intensive survey. The purpose of Phase I surveys is to see whether archaeological 
resources are present within a specific area. The goal is not to locate every site in the 
area but rather determine if there are historic or prehistoric sites present. If there are 
artifacts, the survey helps determine cultural affiliation and the integrity of the deposit. 
This information helps review agencies such as the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) or Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) determine whether there might 
be a chance that the sites are “historic properties” and therefore eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (Neumann, et al. 2010). 
Background information is collected for the region where the survey is taking 
place. Some of that background includes what is generally known about the project area 
and includes any archaeological fieldwork previously done. After the background 
information is gathered, fieldwork is started. Phase I work consists of two parts: 
landscape assessment using vegetation and soil indicators and archaeological survey. 
Vegetation assessment provides information on how the land was used and at times, 
when that use took place. This further helps archaeologists determine if disturbances 
have occurred, especially when plowing has been recently done (Neumann et al. 2010).  
Field data collection is usually done in one of three ways: shovel testing, ground-
surface reconnaissance, and heavy equipment work. Shovel tests are used when ground 
visibility is poor. Shovel tests are small tests, about 30 cm in diameter. Shovel tests are 
set out in parallel transects with the shovel tests placed at intervals contingent on the 
state requirement. In the eastern United States, shovel testing is the most common 
method used. In Georgia, shovel tests are suggested to be no more than 30 m apart 
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(Georgia Council of Professional Archaeologists 2014). Ground surface reconnaissance 
is mainly used in Western and Southwestern states were surface visibility is good. Heavy 
equipment work is used in urban contexts and areas with known overburden. 
Most non-federal Phase I surveys are performed in small areas and can be done in 
less than a week. Surveys done over large areas, such as pipelines and Federal forests 
can take longer (Neumann et al. 2010). While collecting data in the field, archaeologists 
will also collect soil profile information. This is often needed to justify arguments about 
depositional integrity in project areas (Neumann et al. 2010).  
The data recovered in all phases requires the collections to be cleaned, labeled, 
catalogued and analyzed. Any data collected from the shovel tests is submitted in a 
detailed report to the government agency held responsible for the compliance work. The 
report will include whether any archaeological sites should be further tested to see if 
they are eligible for the National Register or whether any sites should not be included on 
the National Register. The recommendations suggested by archaeologists are not final. 
The reviewing government agency makes the final decision (Neumann et al. 2010).  
5.1.2 Phase II 
Once sites are known to exist that may be impacted by a future project, the next step 
is to determine whether they are eligible for listing on the National Register. Most of the 
information should be based on what was collected from Phase I. However, in many 
instances, further testing is conducted. Phase II testing is an evaluative step to 
determine whether sites are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Phase II 
is similar to Phase I in the sense that background research is collected but that research 
is specific only to the area that will be examined. 
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If Phase II excavations are performed, it is only to gather enough information for 
a recommendation to be made. The excavations may be small test units, exposing a very 
small percentage of a given site (Neumann et al. 2010). The notion is to get as much 
information as possible on the artifacts and features and why the site might be eligible 
for the Register but with the least amount of digging.  
A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is executed between the SHPO/THPO and 
the agency when cultural resources eligible for listing under the National Register are 
identified in the project area. The MOA will state that the site is eligible for listing in the 
Register, that the undertaking will have adverse effects and that the only solution to 
resolve those effects is to do some kind of data recovery (Neumann et al. 2010) such as 
excavation (see Phase III below). 
The Phase II report contains all the information, along with the archaeologist’s 
sense of what is present in the site to allow the reviewing agency to make a 
determination for the National Register (Neumann et al. 2010).  In this report, the 
archaeologist will conclude whether a site does or does not have the quality of 
significance as described in criterions A through D. The report will contain 
recommendations on how to proceed with Register-eligible sites (Neumann et al. 2010). 
5.1.3 Phase III 
Phase III projects represent a full-scale archaeological investigation of a 
particular site or sites. It is the last phase in the compliance process for the National 
Register. Phase III data recovery is started only when it is not reasonably possible to 
avoid an area or when excavations or archaeological investigations are considered the 
most appropriate way to offset the adverse effects of a project (Neumann et al. 2010).  
  60 
Phase III recovery, also known as mitigation, is similar to intense investigations 
conducted by universities or museums. However, there are three ways that Phase III 
excavations for private-sector archaeologists are different. First, the project area 
selected for excavation is primarily done because it, or part of it, will soon be destroyed. 
Second, limitations on time and money may also hinder what can be done. Finally, the 
archaeologist is responsible for all the consequences they face if the work is not properly 
executed. Unlike archaeologists in a museum or university, errors, made, even if made 
unconsciously done, by private-sector archaeologists result in penalties ranging from 
delays with final payment to major suits and fines (Neumann et al. 2010).  
Phase III excavations have a data recovery plan. The plan outlines a detailed 
research design for doing the data recovery. It also includes research questions and 
addresses field and laboratory procedures on collecting the data (Neumann et al. 2010). 
Like Phases I and II, a report is also done for Phase III. The report must be done within 
a year of the end of the fieldwork. Phase III reports are a comprehensive analysis of the 
portion of the site examined. Once the report has been submitted to the SHPO/THPO, 
all artifacts, field/lab notes and the final report are sent to the appropriate curatorial 
facility (Neumann et al. 2010).  
 
5.1.4 Section 106: Eligibility and Process 
Section 106 applies only to actions with federal involvement, whether it is with 
federal funds or permits. Agencies are required to do two things in regards to Section 
106: take into account the effects of their actions on districts, buildings, structures and 
objects included in or eligible for listing under the National Register and allow the 
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Advisory Council on historic preservation an opportunity to comment on such actions 
(King 2013).  
There are four categories that a property can be eligible under. Out of the four 
criterion, only one needs to be met to be qualified for the National Register (King 2013). 
In general, in order for a property to be eligible, it must have both significance and 
integrity. For National Register purposes, significance is assessed within the framework 
of a historic context, such as themes, time or places (Neumann et al. 2010). There are 
four criteria that a site can be eligible for. A property can be significant under criterion A 
if it is associated with an important event, such as a battle, invention or the first 
occurrence of something. Criterion B is an association with big figures in history. In this 
category, the important person doesn't have to be a demonstrable member of human 
kind. It can include spiritual figures.  For example, Tahquitz canyon in southern 
California is included in the register for its association with the spirit Tahquitz (King 
2013).  
A property that displays characteristics of a period of construction, style, school 
of architecture, etc.… can be significant under criterion C. Examples of this may be 
classical revival courthouses or an example of a post-World War II Lustron home. Last, 
a site that can contribute important information about prehistory and history can be 
eligible under criterion D. This criterion is the most significant for archaeologists. Most 
sites that are eligible under this criterion are done so because of their research potential 
(Neumann et al. 2010).  
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5.2 Background Research 
Local historian Dr. Lee Formwalt was hired by former Cypress Pond owner Chip 
Hall in the 1980’s to conduct research on the history of the plantation. He provided an 
extensive report on the families who once resided on CPP. In order to confirm his 
research, I went to the Georgia Archives, located outside of Atlanta, to look at the same 
documents that Dr. Formwalt once did.  
Tax digests proved to be most helpful in regards to researching the owners and 
activities of the plantation. According to employees at the state archives, tax digests 
from the 1800’s were “hit and miss.” Many counties didn’t have them or if they did, they 
were sparse. Fortunately, Dougherty County had the majority of tax digests available 
from its inception as a new county in 1853 though the 2000’s. I attempted to collect all 
tax information based on who owned the plantation during any given tax year.  
As shown above, the tax digests were helpful in seeing how the plantation 
changed over time. This was best seen with land lots being added and subtracted yearly, 
especially during the antebellum years. Some of the land lots that were original to the 
property in the 1850’s are not lots that are a part of the plantation today.  
Tax digests were divided by militia districts and provided the following 
information: 
§ Head of household 
§ Number of polls (exclusive to males 21-60 years of age) 
§ Taxable profession 
§ Acreage owned (by land lot) 
§ Value, quality, and quantity of acreage 
§ District and county of where land is located 
§ Shares held in banks, stocks and securities 
§ Investments in cotton, blacksmithing, shipping, mining 
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§ Personal possessions, such as animals, tool implements, agricultural 
products, jewelry, etc.… 
 
Post emancipation, the names of “freedmen” were recorded as a separate section 
in the back of the tax digests. Freedmen were African-American men and women who 
were hired to help out on plantations and other areas (Georgia Archives 2015b). 
Freedmen records documented: 
§ The name of the freedman/freedwoman (first and last) 
§ His/her employer 
§ Polls 
§ Acres owned (if any) and value 
§ Value of city or town property 
§ Value of any personal property, including household items, stocks, tools, 
merchandise 
 
It is well known that census records can provide a wealth of information 
regarding ancestors and property. Most of the historical information for the plantation 
was provided through census data. The records at the archives were both online through 
ancestry.com and on microfilm. Records presented on microfilm were categorized by 
type: agriculture, mortality, and social statistics, such as manufacturing, population, and 
slave schedules (Prechtel-Klushkens 1995). I concentrated on the records available from 
1860 to the early 1900’s.  
 
5.3 Field Methods 
Five areas on Cypress Pond were found during the Phase I survey process through 
shovel testing and metal detection. The Phase II survey commenced with the excavation 
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of units in one prehistoric activity area.  Each survey area was located within the eastern 
half of the plantation. All the historic areas were given the name “Survey Area #” based 
on when they were surveyed. Tapes measuring 100 m were laid out on the ground to 
mark where our stopping and ending points were.  
 
 
Figure 5.1: The Eastern half of the plantation featuring all the areas surveyed (map 
made by the author). 
 
Phase I survey: 
The environmental firm TRC Solutions, Inc. had conducted a brief archaeological 
survey on a small portion of the plantation due to a proposed pipeline project targeted 
to go through Dougherty County and various surrounding counties. Through contact 
with TRC archaeologist Tracy Millis, he was able to provide me with information on the 
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areas where they had conducted their shovel tests.  They had encountered evidence of 
historic and prehistoric occupations on CPP. I used their work as a starting point for 
mine. In my search for TRC’s survey area, my colleague Mary and I accidentally 
stumbled upon a field with a large assortment of chert nodules on the surface. I decided 
to begin my fieldwork here. With Mary’s help, we laid out a 50 m x 50 m grid.   
Once the rest of the crew had arrived the following day, we confirmed the 
placement of the grid, marking each corner with a flag. A GPS coordinate of each corner 
was taken and noted. Shovel tests were done every 10 meters, only collecting diagnostic 
artifacts. Shovel tests were considered “positive” if artifacts were present, regardless of 
being diagnostic or not. A total of 25 shovel tests were conducted. Transect six was not 
shovel tested due to a lack of positive shovel tests in transect five. In January 2015, I 
conducted additional shovel tests to determine where the site ended. Each transect 
(north to south) and row (east to west) was shovel tested. I considered three consecutive 
negative shovel tests to be the end for each transect/row. Seventy-six shovel tests were 
performed. 
The use of metal detectors in archaeological contexts is becoming more widely 
accepted in archaeology because of their usefulness in providing insight as to where 
potential historic sites may be. I employed the use of metal detectors on Cypress Pond as 
well. Four areas of historic activity were found through metal detecting. In addition to 
metal detecting, Survey Area 4 was shovel tested.   
Aerial photos from Dougherty County were available though the Digital Library 
of Georgia, taken between about every decade from 1938 until 1977. Google Earth also 
had aerial images, spanning from 1993 until 2015. Some structures were seen in the 
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images, especially the images between 1938 and 1964. The placement of former 
structures was also one of the criteria when considering areas to survey.  
 
Figures 5.2: A zoomed-in aerial image from 1938 showing several structures (top 
image). The magenta rectangle is the main house. The purple rectangle is where Survey Area 1 
was located. Survey Area 3 was based on the aqua rectangle. The orange rectangle is where 
Survey Area 4 was located. The same structures are seen in the 1964 aerial below 
(Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 1938, 1964). 
 
 
Four areas of historic activity were discovered through metal detecting. Survey 
Area 1 was located near the farm shops.  A series of aerial photos taken between the 
  67 
1930’s and the 1960’s indicated that there was a large structure near the main house.  
Based on this, a 100 m x 150 m grid was set up. Transects were walked east/west.  
Survey Area 2 was another 100 m x 100 m grid area set up near an area referred to as 
Aunt Mamie’s cabin. Gerald Lawhorn moved his aunt (and her cabin) to the property 
during his ownership (1994-2008). New Communities wanted this area surveyed 
because they were told that tenant housing was once there. A 100 m x 100 m area was 
set up and metal detected, walking north/south. Survey Area 3 was surveyed based on 
information that employees from New Communities stated that they had demolished a 
structure when they first acquired the property. Farm manager Brock Welch took me to 
the area where he remembered it to be. I set up a 100 m x 60 m grid and metal detected.  
Survey Area 4 was in close proximity to where TRC had found historic artifacts 
during their survey. During the first week of November, a crew of three helped metal 
detect the 100 m x 100 m section. Systematic shovel tests were not performed here 
because I did not want an overlap between what TRC had done and what my crew and I 
were going to do. The following weekend, a crew of five shovel tested another 100 m x 
100 m area located slightly north of the metal detected hectare. A total of 110 shovel 
tests were systematically done in 10 m intervals in ten transects. Although two areas 
were surveyed, the material culture was analyzed as one collective whole. All diagnostic 
artifacts were collected, bagged and labeled with their survey area number, artifact 
name, transect and shovel test number (if applicable), depth and GPS point if one was 
assigned.  
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Table 5.1: Areas surveyed with the method of surveying employed. 
SURVEY AREA METHOD OF SURVEYING USED 
Prehistoric Area 1 Shovel testing, excavating 
Historic Area 1 Metal detecting 
Historic Area 2 Metal detecting 
Historic Area 3 Metal detecting 
Historic Area 4 Metal detecting, shovel testing 
 
Phase II: 
Phase II surveying was limited to the area of prehistoric activity. Based on the 
results from Phase I, I proceeded to open up a 2 m x 2 m unit (Unit 1) based on where 
the majority of artifacts from the shovel tests were found. It was assumed that the area 
had been plowed due to the history of the property and the ground being extremely 
compact. Due to time constraints, Unit 1 was narrowed to a 1 m x 1 m unit in the 
Southwest corner. Each level was systematically excavated every 10 centimeters until 
the level was sterile. Level 10 was excavated at 20 centimeters. Level 11, the final level, 
was excavated at 10 centimeters. 
Three units were started but only one unit was fully excavated. Unit 1 was the 
first 2 m x 2 m unit opened up. Because Unit 1 had extremely compact dirt present, Unit 
2 (2 m x 2 m) was opened to confirm whether the dirt was only within Unit 1 or 
extended to Unit 2. Only the topsoil was removed before we hit the compact dirt. Due to 
limited time in the field, Unit 2 was filled back up. Artifacts were not collected.  Per the 
advice of my advisor, Unit 1 was condensed down to a 1 m x 1 m in the Southwest corner, 
becoming Unit 3. Unit 3 was excavated until culturally sterile. 
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5.4 Lab Methods 
All artifacts were processed in the archaeology lab at Georgia State University. 
Both historic and prehistoric artifacts were washed, cleaned, and placed on drying racks. 
Despite warning against washing metal due to further corrosion, I washed them to 
remove all dirt to better identify the artifacts in the analysis process.  
5.4.1 Lithic Terminology 
In the lab, lithics were divided up by type: flake, thinning flake, blade flakes, 
reduction flakes, utilized flakes, debitage and shatter. The lithics were analyzed with 
Andrefsky’s (2005) definitions and illustrations by Inizan, et al. (1999). I consulted with 
Lori Thompson, former lab manager at Edwards-Pitman Environmental, Inc. to verify 
my work.  
  There are a number of terms that one should be aware of when discussing lithics. 
To aid anyone who is reading this, I have included a definition of each. Chert is the rock 
material that is used to make stone tools. Cores, also known as an objective piece, are 
the stone rocks that have been flaked or modified in some way. A striking platform 
refers to the prepared area where the hammerstone hits the core. The detached piece 
that is removed is a flake. Flakes differentiate from reduction flakes due to the striking 
platform that remains on reduction flakes. Reduction flakes also have cortex, the 
weathered, exterior surface of the core (Andrefsky 2005).  
A flake fragment is a small portion of rock removed from the core. Flake 
fragments generally do not have striking platforms but do have the shape and similarity 
of the flake they came off of. Thinning flakes are slightly curvy with an angled bulb of 
percussion. The bulb of percussion is a cone-shaped bump, most visible on the fractured 
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surface of a flake, that is made by the blow applied by the hammerstone. Debitage is the 
discarded by-product of stone tool production. Debitage is characterized by tinier pieces 
of chert. Shatter was the unintentional detachment of lithic material.  
 
Figure 5.3: Lithic terminology as defined by Inizan et al. (Inizan 1999). 
 
5.4.2 Ceramic Identification 
I identified historic artifacts recovered based on books, articles, credible internet 
websites, and academic journals/volumes. Ceramic artifacts were divided into categories 
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dependent on the material type they were made from. I used the definitions created by 
the Florida Museum of Natural History to differentiate between the material types. They 
were analyzed according to the information below and divided in Earthenwares, Refined 
Earthenwares, Stonewares, and Porcelain. 
Earthenwares are fired at temperatures of 1650-2200 ° Fahrenheit. Colors range 
from cream to dark red (Florida Museum of Natural History 2015) and have a variety of 
surface treatments.  Refined earthenwares, most commonly known as “china” or “semi-
porcelain,” are fired at a higher temperature than regular earthenwares (2000-2200 °F). 
Ceramics of this type tend to be thin and either cream or white in color (Florida 
Museum of Natural History 2015). Stonewares are made primarily from stoneware clay. 
Stonewares are more typical in rural settings. They are frequently used for utilitarian 
purposes. They have a granite-like texture and are most commonly glazed. Colors range 
from gray to tan or brown (Florida Museum of Natural History 2015). Porcelain, the 
most refined of all ceramics, is fired at temperatures of 2300-2600 ° F. Porcelain is 
frequently thin and most commonly associated with fancy tableware (Horn 2005). 
Colors vary from white to bluish-white (Florida Museum of Natural History 2015).  
5.4.3 Glass Identification 
Because a majority of the glass was not diagnostic, I instead chose to analyze 
them based on their color. Archaeologists have often used the color of an artifact to 
determine their time period of use. To better define the colors and the time period 
associated with the glass artifacts found on Cypress Pond, I used the Society for 
Historical Archaeology’s bottle website. 
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Clear and Lavender: 
Clear glass is achieved by using “decolorizing agents” such as manganese dioxide, 
selenium dioxide and arsenious oxide (Scholes 1952, Trowbridge 1871). The most 
successful with dating techniques is manganese dioxide. The use of manganese became 
common in 1885, lasting until the early 1920’s (Horn 2005). When exposed to sunlight, 
the glass will turn a slight pink or lavender to a dark amethyst or purple depending on 
the amount of manganese and the amount of ultraviolet light (Lindsey 2015). It is most 
commonly referred to as “sun-purpled” or “sun colored amethyst.” 
 
Aqua: 
This color has multiple variations and shades, ranging from green aqua to pale 
blue aqua. Aqua bottles were a very popular color prior to and during the 1920’s 
(Lindsey 2015f). With the exception of soda bottles, bottles of this color began to fade 
around the 1930’s when colorless (clear) glass became more popular (Lindsey 2015b).  
 
Olive Greens: 
Olive green was used in a diverse range of bottles. They were uncommon after 
1900 except for liquor, wine and champagne bottles. Bottles made after the 1920’s had a 
brighter olive color (Lindsey 2015). 
 
Amber and Yellow: 
Amber colors were used for an extensive period of time so dating them to a 
specific time period is challenging. Various shades of amber were common during the 
ninetieth and the mid-twentieth centuries (Lindsey 2015). Amber colored bottles 
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became a standard color with the popularity of machine-made bottles in the 1920’s 
(Lindsey 2015).  Yellow bottles may be considered a variation of amber ones.  
 
Blues: 
Blues are usually produced by adding cobalt oxide to a glass batch (Lindsey 
2015). Cobalt and sapphire blues can be found in a variety of bottle types, making it 
difficult to solidify a date. They were mostly used for ink bottles, broma-seltzer bottles, 
poison bottles, medicinal bottles and occasionally, food bottles. The date range is 1840’s 
to at least the 1930’s (Lindsey 2015). 
 
5.5 Conclusion 
A variety of methods were employed for conducting my fieldwork at Cypress 
Pond, including shovel testing, metal detecting, and minimal excavating. The survey 
conducted was a smaller scale cultural resource management (CRM) project. CRM has 
three phases: phase I, a preliminary survey, mostly done through shovel tests, to 
determine if any archaeological sites are present. Phase II is done to determine 
eligibility of a site for the National Register of Historic Places. Additional shovel tests or 
a unit may be opened up to determine eligibility. Phase III excavations are performed if 
a site cannot be avoided or if excavation is considered to be the most appropriate way to 
adverse effects of a project.  
My fieldwork began with background research at the Georgia Archives to look at 
tax digests and census records pertaining to Albany, and Baker and Dougherty counties.  
Areas targeted for surveying were defined by either former structures being located 
within the survey area or by New Communities, who had their own suggestions for 
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potential survey areas. Phase I surveying was completed with shovel tests or metal 
detecting. Only two sections had shovel testing conducted, the area of prehistoric 
activity and Survey Area 4. Metal detecting was utilized in Survey Areas 1 through 4. 
Phase II surveying was applied only to the area of prehistoric activity. Three units were 
opened up but due to limited time in the field, only Unit 3 was excavated until the unit 
was culturally sterile. Phase III surveying did not occur on Cypress Pond.  
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6 CULTURAL MATERIAL RESULTS  
Over the course of several months, I traveled down to Albany with various crews 
assisting me to conduct my survey using metal detecting, shovel testing and unit 
excavations. This chapter outlines the results of the fieldwork, starting with the area of 
prehistoric activity and concluding with the areas of historic activity. Detailed 
information on diagnostic and intriguing artifacts found from each survey area of 
Cypress Pond are also discussed.  
 
6.1 Prehistoric Activity 
Prehistoric Area 1 had material culture evident of prehistoric activity. Every 
transect within the 50 m x 50 m survey area had at least one positive shovel test (Figure 
6.1), with the majority of positive tests being featured in transects two, three, and four. 
There were a total of 204 artifacts collected from the 50 m x 50 m area. The largest 
category of artifacts present was thinning flakes (70 flakes), followed by flake fragments 
(55 flakes) and debitage (37 flakes). Only 15 artifacts were considered to be reduction 
flakes (Figure 6.3). 
Unit 3 was excavated to 130 cm.  Two hundred and five artifacts were collected. 
No groundstones or hammerstones to manufacture lithics were recovered. Level one 
was the fill/plow zone. Level two had tan brown clayey soil. Level three had a lot of 
primary chert pieces in addition to large cobbles. Chert found in level four had white 
cortex on the surface. Burnt rocks, mainly from the Southwest corner, also began to 
emerge in this level. The presence of burnt rocks continued in level five. Level six had 
the most artifacts collected (61 total). Larger cores and burnt rocks were found in level 
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seven. Some of the cores were worked. From level eight and below, artifacts were less 
frequent. Artifacts in level eight were found within the first five centimeters. Smaller 
artifacts were in the north side of the unit while larger chunks were in the south of the 
east side of the unit. Burnt rocks and clay continued in the north side of the unit. Levels 
nine, ten and eleven had large limestone rocks and very minimal artifacts. 
Almost all of the levels had a combination of thinning/reduction flakes, shatter 
and debitage. Similar to the artifact assemblage recovered from the shovel tests, the 
majority of the artifacts recovered from the unit were thinning flakes (84 flakes), flake 
fragments (52 flakes) and reduction flakes (30 flakes) (Figure 6.4). Thirty artifacts were 
identified as debitage while 22 flakes were considered to be shatter. Five blade flakes 
from levels two and six were found. Utilized tools were found in only levels two and 
three. 
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Figure 6.1: Shovel test map indicating positive and negative shovel tests within the 50 
m x 50 m grid area. Units 1, 2 and 3 are shown near the center of the map (map made by the 
author). 
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Figure 6.2: Map with all the shovel tests from the area of prehistoric activity. The blue 
outline indicates where the site was utilized the most (map made by the author). 
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Figure 6.3: Artifacts divided by type for the shovel tests in the 50 m x 50 m area. 
 
 
 
Figure 6.4: Unit 3 artifacts divided by type. 
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Figure 6.5: Utilized flakes from level two (image photographed by the author). 
 
Figure 6.6: Thinning flakes from level 10 (image photographed by the author). 
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Figure 6.7: Reduction flakes from level five (image photographed by the author). 
 
Figure 6.8: Blade flakes from level six (image photographed by the author). 
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Table 6.1: Artifact breakdown by category. 
Level Thinning Reduction Shatter Flakes Blades Utilized Other Total 
1 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
2 9 5 3 12 3 4 1 34 
3 13 2 0 1 0 1 1 18 
4 14 3 5 1 1 0 0 25 
5 7 5 3 1 0 0 2 18 
6 16 11 8 22 3 0 1 61 
7 13 1 2 7 0 0 0 23 
8 5 3 2 4 0 0 0 14 
9 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 
10 4 0 1 2 0 0 0 7 
11 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
 
Table 6.2: Artifact count, weight and Munsell color for each level. 
Level Artifact Count Weight (gm) Munsell Color 
1 N/A -- N/A 
2 34 474.13 10 YR 6/4 
3 18 346.14 10 YR 6/3 
4 25 93.84 10 YR 6/8 
5 18 742.56 7.5 YR 5/8 
6 61 434.02 7.5 YR 5/8 
7 23 160.09 10 YR 7/6 
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8 14 244.84 10 YR 6/8 
9 5 127.77 10 YR 6/6 
10 7 65.15 10 YR 5/8 
11 --- --- 10 YR  5/6 
 
6.1.1 Stratigraphy 
Stratigraphic layers can be deposited by cultural or natural events and can help 
an archaeologist determine a time period for when the site was being used. Profile 
images were taken for each wall of Unit 3 (see Figure 6.9 for N and E profiles). Strata I is 
considered to be the plow zone layer, totaling roughly 20 cm. Strata II was about 20 cm, 
encompassing levels two through four. Strata II was more difficult to shovel test, due to 
rocks and plowing activities that could have disturbed the layer. This strata was made up 
of yellowish tan clayey soil. Towards level four, greyish tan clay began to emerge. Most 
of the cultural material was primary chert flakes.  
Strata III consists of levels five through eleven.  It was the thickest strata, 
measuring about 90 cm. Most of the artifacts were recovered from levels found in this 
strata. Strata III was most likely the first intact strata encountered. The first half of 
strata III was comprised of a variety of soils, first starting off with clumpy, wet soils and 
finishing with dry, sandy soils, indicative of varying depositional processes and 
environments. Burnt rocks began to emerge around level five. Some showed evidence of 
being worked. Tertiary flakes were the most common in stratum III. Towards the 
bottom of the unit, wet, grey clay began to emerge. There were also larger limestone 
cobbles gathered towards the bottom of the unit.  
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Figures 6.9: Stratigraphy profiles for the North (left) and East (right) wall of Unit 3 
(images photographed by the author). 
          
 
Elora Point: 
The only diagnostic artifact found within close proximity of the lithic production 
area is a variation of an Elora Point. The point was found within a ¼ mile of the site. A 
typical Elora point is medium to large, broad and thick, with a stemmed point and an 
unfinished base (Cambron and Hulse 1964). This particular point is the Elora II point. 
This one differs from the original Elora point by having a broader detailed stem (Baker 
2009). Points of this type were first discovered in the 1960’s in Lincoln County, 
Tennessee, where numerous sites produced many examples of these (Cambron and 
Hulse 1964). Elora points are considered to be from the Middle to Late Archaic and 
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possibly very early Woodland period, about 5000-3000 years ago (Cambron and Hulse 
1964).  
 
Figure 6.10: The Elora point found near the area of prehistoric activity (image 
photographed by the author). 
 
Late Archaic Stemmed Point: 
 The bottom portion of a stemmed point was found in a lithic scatter area near the 
cabins in the center of the plantation. While bottom sections are more diagnostic, this 
particular one could not be positively typed.  
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Figure 6.11: Late Archaic stemmed point (image photographed by the author). 
 
6.2 Survey Area 1 
My crew and I outlined a boundary of 150 m x 100 m area to survey with metal 
detectors. Aerial images from the 1930’s to the late 1960’s indicated a large structure 
was within the survey area. The bulk of items collected were found in five clustered  
groups, each about seven meters apart (Appendix 5 has a list of all artifacts found).  
Cluster One’s artifacts consisted mostly of washers, nails and fence ties. The fence 
ties varied from 11 cm to 19 cm in length. Another fence tie was slightly bent on one side. 
A barbed wire piece, 3 cm long, was also included in the Cluster One. One washer was 
complete while the second one was fragmented. Two nails, a bolt and two chain links 
were also found in the cluster of artifacts.  
Cluster Two primarily consisted of nails. Most of the nails were round except for 
a small square nail with the top half missing. One aluminum can fragment and a barbed 
fence piece was also in this group. Cluster Three contained only three artifacts: a J-hook, 
  87 
a large (25 cm) metal rod, and a tin container. The container was mostly complete but 
lacked any diagnostic markings. The large rod found was most likely scrap metal. It is 
bent at a 45-degree angle.  
A hex nut was one of the diagnostic artifacts found in Cluster Four. It has an 
illegible inscription on one side of it. Its dimensions are 8 cm by 7 cm with serration 
inside of it. Two garden hose connector ends were acquired in Cluster Four. The smaller 
hose with just the metal tip and measures 4.5 cm by 4 cm. The larger hose with a piece 
of the hose still attached is 5.5cm by 3cm. Barbed wire fence pieces and a large tack 
(nail) were also found in this cluster. The last group, Group Five, had a variety of non-
diagnostic artifacts. Items included a twisted piece of scrap metal, a medium piece of 
piping, a long piece of fence rod, a square piece of metal, an s-connector and a small 
buckle. 
 Objects recovered from the southern end of Survey Area 1 included horse tack, 
square nails, and connector pieces. One of the horse tack pieces discovered had an 
attachment to it. A triangular metal piece, similar to an item found in Survey Area 4, 
may be part of a trowel or garden tool. A rectangular piece with two holes in the middle 
was collected. It is raised on one side. It was most likely used as a connector piece. 
 
6.3 Survey Area 2 
Dr. Heartwell purchased this land lot in the 1870’s. However, most of the artifacts 
located in this area were more recent historical objects, such as bottle caps and coins 
from the 1950’s. The majority of artifacts unearthed were tools and nails. This area 
produced copious amounts of nails, bolts, fence ties, a metal sprinkler part, and various 
undiagnostic metal fragments. 
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Figure 6.12: Survey Area 2, including Aunt Mamie's cabin (map made by the author). 
 
Rain bird sprinkler:  
One of the diagnostic artifacts was a Rainbird sprinkler part. Broken in half, it 
had “RAINBIRD” listed on the front and “30” on the back. The model found on the 
plantation is the “impulse/impact “smack” sprinkler. The product was first introduced 
on the market in 1954 (Nathanson 2015). 
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Figure 6.13: Fragmented Rain Bird sprinkler part (image photographed by the 
author). 
  
Rain Bird Corporation started in the 1930’s in San Francisco. Their first patent 
was awarded in 1935 for the original “Horizontal Action Impact Drive Sprinkler” (Rain 
Bird Corporation 2015a). It was made of a pipe, cross-joint, solder, scrap iron and pieces 
of tin can that were bent to resemble a spoon (Rain Bird Corporation 2015b).  The 
prototype led to the development of their first production, Model 60, the full circle 
impact sprinkler. Their first patent created a new era in irrigation worldwide. Rain Bird 
is still a private company today. Currently, Rain Bird offers over 4,000 irrigation 
products and services (Rain Bird Corporation 2015a).  
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Figure 6.14: 1963 advertisement for the model 30W-TNT sprinkler (provided by Alex 
Nathanson, Corporate Marketing Brand Manager at Rain Bird Corporation). 
  
 Nails: 
Most of the artifacts collected from Survey Area 2 were nails. Eighteen of those 
nails were found around one tree in the northeast corner of the survey area. The 
majority of the nails have round heads, indicating modern production. Two were square 
cut nails and four nails were bent in a 90-degree angle.  
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6.4 Survey Area 3 
A few of the employees on the plantation stated that they demolished a structure 
in this area when they first acquired the property. Aerial photos confirmed a structure 
located here starting in the 1930’s. After pointing out the general vicinity of where they 
thought the building was, I flagged the area and set up a 100 m x 60 m survey area to 
metal detect.  
 
Figure 6.15: Survey Area 3. The small rectangle in the bottom left hand corner 
represents the area where the torn down structure was most likely (map made by the author). 
 
Overall, Survey Area 3 did not produce many artifacts.  Four rectangular pieces of 
metal in varying sizes were collected. Their particular use is unknown, as the pieces did 
not have any diagnostic features.  The longer rectangular piece may be a part of a plow 
or raking tool. A large metal ring was also collected. It may go over a pipe or similar 
equipment. Similar to Survey Area 2, nail fragments were also found.  
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Large chunks of wood most likely belonging to the structure were encountered 
while surveying but were not collected. The structure was most likely in the southwest 
corner of Survey Area 3, based on where the wood remnants were.  
 
 
Figure 6.16: Survey Area 4. The top area was shovel tested. The bottom area was metal 
detected (map made by the author).  
 
6.5 Survey Area 4 
Survey Area 4 was first metal detected. Because TRC had found historic artifacts 
through their survey, an additional hectare was set up within the vicinity of their survey 
area to find additional historic artifacts. This area not only featured the largest historic 
material assemblage overall but was also the only area that produced ceramic and glass 
items for Cypress Pond. Starting in the 1930’s, a small storage-unit like structure was on 
site until the 1950’s. A total of 302 artifacts were recovered from Survey Area 4.  
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Figure 6.17: Shovel test map showing the positive and negative results for each test 
(map made by the author).  
6.5.1 Ceramics 
Historical ceramics can be categorized into one of three wares: earthenware, 
stoneware and porcelain (Horn 2005). In Survey Area 4 the most abundant category of 
artifacts collected was ceramics (98/302 total).  The majority of ceramics were either 
refined earthenware, earthenware or stoneware (defined in Chapter 5). All of the 
ceramic pieces were fragmented and very few were identifiable past the ware type. 
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Figure 6.18: Ceramics divided by type. 
 
The largest category was creamware, with 39 artifacts. In this case, artifacts 
deemed “creamware” were an off-white or cream color. They had little to no decoration. 
Most of the artifacts in this group were most likely part of large bowls, plates or cups.  
Similar to creamwares, whitewares were classified based on their white color that had 
little to no decoration (Figure 6.18). Only 13 artifacts fit this description. The majority 
were rim fragments of plates with one item potentially being a part of a cup. Other items 
in this category were smaller non-diagnostic fragments.  Thirteen fragments were 
defined as refined earthenwares. These were a combination of rim and bases of plate 
pieces and non-diagnostic fragments.  
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Figure 6.19: Creamware fragments from Survey Area 4 (image photographed by the 
author). 
 
Only three artifacts were porcelain. Only one of the artifacts was diagnostic, 
appearing to be a part of a doll. One of the fragments had a decorative ridge on the 
exterior. Unglazed and glazed stoneware were lumped into one category. Stoneware 
accounted for 13 artifacts. Most of these items were glazed with a dark brown, gray or 
olive green. One of the olive green artifacts was part of a cup. One of the larger 
fragments is a base fragment with a grayish Albany glaze on the outside. The inside has 
smooth ridges. 
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Figure 6.20: Brick fragments from Survey Area 4 (image photographed by the author). 
 
The only earthenware artifacts collected in this group were brick fragments. They 
ranged from small (a small chunk could fit in the palm of your hand) up to a larger, 
regular sized brick fragment. The brick fragments found could have been a part of a 
structure from the 1930’s through 1950’s.  
Fragmented remains of plates, cups, and large bowls were common in the 
assemblage and are evidence of items mostly found in kitchens. The items did not seem 
to be of high quality. Very few fragments were porcelain.  
6.5.2 Glass 
Similar to ceramics, the glass component of a site can be very useful in providing 
a date range for artifacts and give us stipulations to how sites functioned. Items most 
commonly included in the glass category are containers such as food and household 
bottles, jars, beverage bottles and canning jars (Horn 2005), window or car glass. 
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Glass made up the second largest category of artifacts recovered from Survey 
Area 4 (Figure 6.21). A total of 100 glass artifacts were recovered. All the glass pieces 
were fragmented. Out of the 100 artifacts, only six were base fragments. Glass artifacts 
found in the shovel tests were clear, lavender, amber, aqua, yellow, olive green and light 
green glass fragments. A majority of the glass fragments were clear. Amber colored 
fragments were the second most popular color.  
 
Figure 6.21: Glass assemblage divided by color. 
 
Bottle rims: 
Three bottle rim pieces were found on the surface. The larger clear fragment is 
considered to be a small mouth external thread type, also known as screw-top or screw-
cap style (Fike 2006). The middle purple fragment is a “crown cap finish” most 
commonly used between the 1920’s and 1940’s (Lindsey 2015c). The smaller clear 
fragment is a “flat or patent finish” rim.  Also known as square collar, flat lip or medicine 
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collar (Lindsey 2015), this particular type of style was very common on extract and 
medicine bottles of the 1850’s past the turn of the century (Lindsey 2015).  
 
Figure 6.22: Three varieties of bottle rims found in Survey Area 4 (image 
photographed by the author). 
 
Bottleneck: 
A clear bottleneck was found on the surface while shovel testing SA 4. The 
bottleneck is 4 cm long by 3 cm wide. The Society for Historical Archaeology’s website 
categorizes this particular neck as a “standard” tooled finish. This is based on a side 
mold seam that ends or fades out on the bottom of the neck (Lindsey 2015). Mouth 
blown bottles will traditionally have the seam, unlike machine made bottles. Mouth 
blown bottles were most commonly used between the late 1890’s through the 1910’s 
(Lindsey 2015d).  
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Diagnostic Glass Fragments: 
Very few of the glass fragments were diagnostic. Only two fragments were 
identified as bottle body fragments: A small Vicks bottle and a fragment of a Coca-Cola 
bottle. Both companies still manufacture their respective products today.  
 
Vicks Bottle: 
 One of the bottle body artifacts was a small, circular, cobalt blue bottle. It is 
approximately 5 cm long and 3.5 cm wide. Part of the rim is still attached. Based on the 
size, shape and color, the item was most likely a Vicks bottle. 
 
Figure 6.23: Vicks bottle (image photographed by the author). 
 
History of Vicks: 
Vicks was first developed in the 1890’s through Lunsford Richardson, a 
pharmacist in Greensboro, North Carolina. He created and sold 21 home remedies 
under the name “Vicks” including Vick’s Chill Tonic, Turtle Oil Liniment, Little Liver 
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Pills, Tar Heel Sarsaparilla, Yellow Pine Tar Cough Syrup, and Vick’s Grippe Knockers 
(Tomlin 2012). The best selling home remedy was the Vicks Croup and Pneumonia 
Salve, which included menthol and a little-known Japanese ingredient. When rubbed on 
a person’s chest, the body heat vaporized the menthol, releasing medicated vapors for a 
period of time (Proctor & Gamble 2015).  
Vicks expanded when the Spanish flu hit the United States in 1918. VapoRub 
sales skyrocketed into the millions and in one year that the company operated day and 
night to keep up with the orders (Proctor & Gamble 2015). In 1919, Richardson 
contracted pneumonia and died. His son Smith took over the company (Tomlin 2012).  
In 1925, Vicks published a children’s book to help promote VapoRub. The book was 
about two elves, Blix and Blee, who rescued a mother whose sick child refused to take 
medicines. Their solution was the Vicks VapoRub (Tomlin 2012). 
 
Figure 6.24: 1920's Vicks ad with Blix and Blee (Proctor & Gamble 1925) . 
 
  101 
 In 1931, Vicks introduced two new products: Va-tri-nol Nose Drops and Vicks 
Cough Drops. The cough drops were an immediate hit, selling more than 25 million 
packages in their first year. In the 1950’s, Vicks added the Cough Syrup to their line of 
products. Throughout the 1960’s and 1970’s, they added products NyQuil and DayCare. 
NyQuil, derived from the term “nighttime tranquility” the nighttime cold medicine was 
revolutionary for its category. Tablets were the preferred form of cold treatments at the 
time while liquid medications were used only for coughs (Proctor & Gamble 2015). 
DayCare was the counterpart of NyQuil. To help promote the non-drowsy product 
benefit, a sunny orange color was used to signify daytime.  
Vicks continued to grow, buying other companies until Procter & Gamble 
purchased it in the 1980’s (Tomlin 2012). Vicks has continued adding new products to 
their line.  These include dough drops, nose drops, inhalers, cough syrup and nasal 
spray.  
 
Coca Cola bottle: 
A small light green fragment of a coca-cola bottle was also found in Survey Area 4 
(Figure 6.25). The piece has ridges in the front but is smooth in the back. This particular 
fragment has “red” and “ozs.” under the “a” in cola. Contoured ridges on the bottle, 
known as the “hobbleskirt” design, first came out in 1915 as a way of differentiating Coca 
Cola’s bottles from their competitors (Coca-Cola Company 2015). This particular 
fragment can be dated between 1915 and 1957 (Coca-Cola Company 2015).   
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Figure 6.25: Coke bottle fragment (image photographed by the author). 
 
Bottle bases: 
Bottle bases were a more popular category within the fragmented glass. Five 
fragments were considered to be bottle bases.  A lavender and amber bottle base were 
the only three fragments that had diagnostic characteristics (Figures 6.26, 6.27).   
A lavender, oval base piece of a bottle was collected from the surface. Slightly 
faded, there is a “3” on it. It is 6 cm long and 3 cm wide.  It has a valve (also known as an 
injection) mark on the bottom. These markings are a strong indication that the bottle 
was machine-made by a press-and-blow type machine (Lindsey 2015a). Although the 
use of this particular bottle is unknown, it most likely had a medicinal purpose. Oval 
shaped bottles were the most popular type of medicinal bottle styles (Lindsey 2015). In 
addition to it being a medicine bottle, it could also be a flask. Flasks similar to this shape 
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were produced and made popular in the first couple decades of the 20th century 
(Lindsey 2015e). 
 
Figure 6.26: The lavender bottle base, center (image photographed by the author). 
 
The second diagnostic item is the bottom fragment of an amber bottle (figure 
6.27). This item was found in transect seven, shovel test two. The bottle fragment is a 
rectangular piece with a circle in the middle of the bottom. According to the Society of 
Historical Archeology website, circles on the bottom of bottles indicate that they were 
machine made (Lindsey 2015a). The mark is most commonly associated with wide 
mouth bottles and food jars made between the 1930’s to the 1940’s and periodically after 
that (Toulouse 1971).   
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Figure 6.27: Machine-made amber bottle base from Survey Area 4 (image 
photographed by the author). 
 
This particular item could be a part of a gin or bitters bottle. Bitters were 
traditionally an alcoholic preparation flavored with herbs where the end result was a 
bitter flavor. Antique bitters bottles were specifically embossed with the word “bitters” 
or had a paper label that contained “bitters” on it (Parsons 2011). Bitters bottles became 
popular in America during the latter end of the 19th century (Parsons 2011). The height 
of usage was in the 1880’s to 1920’s (Lindsey 2015).   
6.5.3 Metal 
Ninety-nine metal artifacts were collected from Survey Area 4. Objects in the 
assemblage were everyday utilitarian things such as knives, buckles, fragments of 
farming equipment, nails, chain links and similar items. Artifacts in this group have 
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been divided based on perceived function such as arms, architecture, clothing, horse 
tack, and other.  
 
Arms group: 
An earlier variety of a 10 gauge and 12 gauge Winchester shotgun shell were 
found within different areas of Survey Area 4 (Figure 6.28). Both had “Winchester 
Leader” on the head stamp. The 12 gauge (in production between 1894-1943) is the top 
half of a Winchester brass shell casing. The 10 gauge shell was in production from 1894-
1937 (Steinhauer 2015). In 1933, Winchester started putting “MADE IN U.S.A” on the 
shells. The two shells gathered from Survey Area 4 do not have that stamp on them, 
indicating that they were used prior to 1933 (Steinhauer 2015).  
 
 
Figure 6.28: 10 gauge and 12 gauge Winchester shotgun shells (image photographed 
by the author). 
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Figure 6.29: 1905 Winchester shotgun ad (Vintageadbrowser.com 1905). 
 
Winchester was a prominent maker of repeating fire arms based out of New 
Haven, Connecticut. The company was first started in 1855 through Horace Smith and 
Daniel Wesson who wanted to manufacture the “Volcanic” lever-action rifle and pistol. 
They sought investors and eventually incorporated into the Volcanic Repeating Arms 
Company. Their largest stockholder was Oliver Winchester, a clothing manufacturer 
(Boorman 2001).  
The Volcanic rifle had limited success. In 1856, the company moved to New 
Haven but eventually, went bankrupt. Winchester and his partner John Davies 
purchased the company and reorganized it as the New Haven Arms Company in 1857. 
After Horace Smith left the company, Benjamin Henry continued to work with a 
development team to create the Henry rifle, a lever-action, breech-loading rifle (Butler 
1971). Its key feature was the two-piece “toggle link” connecting the lever, hammer, the 
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bolt containing the firing pins, and the movable carrier which brought the cartridges 
from the magazine to the mouth of the chamber in the barrel (Boorman 2001). This 
allowed the shots to be fired rapidly from the magazine. The rifle was introduced in the 
1860’s and briefly used during the Civil War. In 1866, the company was reorganized 
again, this time as the Winchester Repeating Arms Company  (Boorman 2001). The first 
Winchester rifle, model 1866, had the basic design of the Henry rifle but had an 
improved magazine and for the first time, a wooden forearm. The 1873 model became 
extremely popular and eventually became known as the “Gun That Won the West.”  
Oliver Winchester died in December 1880 but his daughter-in-law Sarah 
Winchester continued his company. In the twentieth century, Winchester faced 
competition from various manufacturers. During WWI, Winchester had borrowed 
money to finance its large expansion. After the war, the company attempted to use their 
production company to pay down debts by becoming a manufacturer of consumer goods 
such as roller skates to refrigerators. The enterprise dissolved in 1929 (Boorman 2001). 
The Western Cartridge Company, owned by the Olin family, purchased the 
Winchester Repeating Arms Company at an auction in 1931.  In the 1940’s, Winchester 
became a division of Olin Industries. By the 1960’s, the growing cost of skilled labor was 
making it more difficult to mass produce Winchester’s classic designs. Winchester began 
incorporating “modern” engineering designs into their guns, replacing some of the older 
models. The guns produced in the mid 60’s were considered to be of low quality and 
Winchester was critiqued for sacrificing quality. At this point, Winchester was no longer 
considered a prestige brand (Boorman 2001). 
  Labor costs continued to rise to the point where Olin decided it was no longer 
cost effective to produce firearms. In December 1980, Olin sold the New Haven plant to 
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its employees (but still retained the Winchester trademark), incorporating the U.S. 
Repeating Arms Company and granted them a license to make Winchester firearms 
(Boorman 2001). Olin continued to maintain the Winchester ammunition business.  
U.S. Repeating Arms lasted only nine years, bankrupting in 1989.  In 2006, U.S. 
Repeating Arms closed the New Haven plant. Today, the Olin Corporation continues to 
manufacture Winchester ammunition and firearms through a license agreement with 
Browning (Boorman 2001). 
 
Architecture group: 
One metal strap hinge was recovered from a shovel test (Figure 6.30). It is 15 cm 
long. One part of the hinge is complete with two nails and bolts still attached in their 
respective holes. The hinge is widest at the center (7 cm) then narrows down to 3 cm. 
The original purpose of the hinge is not known but it would have most likely been part 
of a farm building, storage facility or gate.  
An old metal latch with a hole on the left (or right) side of it was also included in 
the architecture group. It measures 5 cm long. It was accompanied with a medium sized 
triangular metal piece, most likely a garden trowel. 
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Figure 6.30: Metal hinge from Survey Area 4 (image photographed by the author). 
 
Tool group: 
 A majority of the artifacts uncovered from SA 4 can be grouped into the category 
of tools.  One of the more diagnostic artifacts found was a broken piece of a garden hoe 
(Figure 6.31) . The artifact is 12 cm long. The circular top is 6 cm wide. A metal trowel 
head measuring 17 cm was also gathered.  
Two intact axe heads were collected (Figure 6.32). Axes have been utilized for 
over 10,000 years and are used in a variety of forms on farms/plantations. They are 
similar in shape and size. Both are 20 cm long with a width of 10 cm. Based on stylistic 
aspects, they are most likely the “Georgia” style axe (Bladesandbushlore.com 2015). 
Chain links were a frequent occurrence in Survey Area 4. Only two larger metal chain 
links were collected. The chain links are thinner, suggesting it may be part of a fence.  
Large numbers of nails were found throughout the hectare. Nails are most 
commonly found in historic archaeology sites. Their frequency has encouraged 
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archaeologists to use them as dating tools (Wells 1998). Three types of nails are typically 
found in sites: hand-wrought nails, cut nails and wire nails (Nelson 1962). Nails found 
throughout Cypress Pond come in a variety of sizes and shapes. In transect five, shovel 
test four, crew members removed 11 nail fragments. On the western side of the hectare, 
14 nails were collected. Eight of those nails were square nail fragments, suggesting 
earlier production.  
 
 
Figure 6.31: Garden hoe from Survey Area 4 (image photographed by the author). 
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Figure 6.32: Two “Georgia” style axe heads from Survey Area 4 (image photographed 
by the author). 
 
Clothing Group: 
Two medium sized metal buckles were collected. The larger metal buckle (Figure 
6.33) is 9 cm long while the width is 8 cm. The middle prong still attached. The smaller 
buckle found is seven cm long and six cm wide. Most likely used for belts or horse tack 
(see below) as a fastener (Butler, et al. 2003).  
 
Horse tack: 
A large metal ring and smaller metal ring were found, both most likely part of 
horse tack (Figure 6.34). The small ring is 5 cm round while the large ring is 12 cm 
round. Horse tack is pieces of equipment used to equip a horse for riding. Both rings 
could be used as part of a bridle or cinch.  
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Figure 6.33: A larger buckle found in Survey Area 4 (image photographed by the 
author). 
 
 
Figure 6.34: Small and large rings, most likely horse tack (image photographed by the 
author). 
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Other: 
Many of the artifacts gathered from SA 4 did not fit into one of the typologies 
previously mentioned but should still be noted.  An intact Yale lock, a name plate and a 
knife were included in this category. 
 
Yale Lock: 
One of the few diagnostic artifacts collected is a Yale and Towne metal lock 
(Figure 6.35). It is green with “Yale and Towne MFG. co Stamford, Conn USA” stamped 
on the front shackle. The number 20 is located on the back of the shackle. The bottom 
portion is rounded. Based on images and ads found online, the lock appears to be from 
the 1940’s. Emails sent to Yale asking for specifics on the lock were never answered. 
 
 
Figure 6.35: Intact Yale lock from Survey Area 4 (image photographed by the author). 
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History of Yale:  
The Yale family originally came from North Wales. A few members of the family 
founded Yale University in 1701, while other family members started a locking industry 
enterprise. Linus Yale Sr. Manufacturing started Yale in 1840. He specialized in 
expensive, handmade bank locks. In the 1850’s, his son Linus joined him in the family 
business. Linus Jr. refined his father’s technique, eventually patenting the pin tumbler 
cylinder lock in 1865 (as the “domestic lock”) (Yale Security Inc. 2013a). In 1862, Linus 
Jr. introduced the monitor bank lock to the market, initiating a transition from bank 
locks to combination/dial locks. The principles embodied in the monitor lock are now 
standard in locks throughout the world (Yale Security Inc. 2013b). 
  
Figure 6.36: 1923 ad from Yale (Atticpaper.com 2015). 
 
The most important invention created by Yale was the Yale cylinder lock. Linus 
Jr. took inspiration from a model first used by the ancient Egyptians. It was considered 
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a breakthrough and elevated Yale to be one of the top companies in the locking industry 
(Yale Security Inc. 2013b).  
In 1868, Linus Jr. and his colleague Henry Towne established the Yale & Towne 
Company. In 1879, a new line of padlocks was introduced. Through their new venture, 
they were able to expand with manually operated chain hoists and battery powered 
platform trucks. During the early 20th century, the company expanded worldwide. In 
August 2000, Yale was purchased by the ASSA ABLOY Group, now the world’s leading 
lock group (Yale Security Inc. 2013).  
 
Name Plate: 
A metal name plate with the words “S.R. White NORFO VA BOY” inscribed on it 
was recovered from Survey Area 4 (Figure 6.37). It would most likely be found on a 
tractor or other related farm equipment. There is very limited information on S.R. 
White’s company. They originated in Virginia but their specialty is unknown. Listings 
for their products can be found in old farming implement catalogs. One entry for “S.R. 
White’s Sons Boy D Arrow” in the Report of the Secretary of the Commonwealth to the 
Governor and General was listed, which is what the name plate most likely originally 
had. The Encyclopedia of American Farm Implements & Antiques (Wendel 2004) listed 
the company under corn shelling but had no products associated with it. Numerous 
entries in the Farm Implement News Buyer’s Guide (Farm Implement News Company 
1888) listed S.R. White & Bro under sorghum evaporators, corn planting, cotton 
planters, cotton gins, feeders, and condensers.  
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Figure 6.37: S.R. White name plate (image photographed by the author). 
 
The second item worth mentioning was a metal knife head (Figure 6.38). The 
knife head appears to be a smaller version of a clever or a cutting knife. It was the only 
kitchen utensil recovered on the plantation.  
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Figure 6.38: Metal knife head from Survey Area 4 (image photographed by the 
author). 
 
6.6 Conclusion 
Five areas of activity were discovered through shovel testing, and metal detecting, 
including one area of prehistoric activity and four areas of historic activity. Based on an 
Elora Point found near the area of prehistoric activity, the prehistoric area is dated to at 
least the Late Archaic.  
The material assemblage comprising the historic component at Cypress Pond was 
made up of a variety of ceramics, glass and metal collected from four areas of historic 
activity. Using metal detection, all the artifacts collected were metal artifacts dating to 
post-1900. In Survey Area 2, artifacts were more consistent with the 1950’s. Survey Area 
4 also had a hectare shovel tested, resulting in ceramics, glass and metal artifacts. The 
majority of artifacts were found in Survey Area 4, including fragmented remains of glass 
and ceramics. The artifacts represent typologies such as architecture, tools, clothing, 
and horse tack 
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7 DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION 
7.1 Discussion 
Overall, the material culture from this survey confirms activity during the 
prehistoric and historic periods.  Different kinds of activities leave a residual pattern 
over the landscape. Therefore, I used a theoretical approach rooted in landscape to 
analyze how land has been physically utilized over the millennia. Use patterns have an 
effect on people’s lived experiences, which still continues today. Starting in prehistoric 
times, based on the material culture I recovered, I believe that prehistoric populations 
were using the land for resource extraction and stone tool manufacturing due to the 
variety of artifacts found, including thinning flakes, flake fragments, reduction flakes, 
shatter, debitage, etc. In addition, the majority of artifacts from Unit 3 had cortex 
present on the exterior, indicating early stage lithic reduction. Prehistoric populations 
may have also gathered the raw chert material (in this case, Coastal Plain chert) to 
produce lithics given the close proximity of smaller outcrops within Cypress Pond’s 
property. This is an indication that they were aware of where the chert resources were if 
they needed to gather any material.  
All the chert collected from the site can broadly be classified as lithic reduction.  
Evidence of similar site processes from CPP was found at the Wyboo chert processing 
site in Clarendon County, South Carolina. A total of 213 artifacts were collected. Lithics 
were identified as Wyboo chert chunks, broken chert flakes, biface fragments, chert 
unifaces, and pressure flakes. One projectile point was also classified (Costello and 
Goodyear 2014). Authors Costello and Goodyear noted two features as noteworthy: the 
dominance of Wyboo chert as the main source of lithic material (97.2 %) and also the 
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amount of lithic debitage relative to recognizable tools (Costello and Goodyear 2014). 
On the plantation, the chert featured in the lithic production area is predominately 
Coastal Plain chert. In addition, there is a similar amount of artifact types found on CPP 
that are also found in the Wyboo chert site such as chert chunks, chert flakes and biface 
fragments.  
Based on the color of the artifacts, this material was most likely collected from 
the large quarry on the western half of the plantation (Figure 7.1) and brought to this 
site in smaller cores. It is unknown why prehistoric peoples were not manufacturing 
stone tools closer to the quarry or the pond, considering that some sites in Dougherty 
County (9DU80, 9DU81 and 9DU88) show evidence of lithic processing near a water 
source (in this case, Lake Chehaw). I visited the quarry where the lithic material was 
most likely collected from. The physical evidence of quarrying activities on the outcrops 
but also the large amount of lithic scatter surrounding the area of the outcrops indicated 
that large quarrying activities were most likely carried there.  
The prehistoric activity found on the plantation is most associated with the Late 
Archaic based on a single Elora point found within ¼ mile of the site. Woodland and 
Mississippian sites are closer to Cypress Pond than in any other area of Dougherty 
County, however, there is not enough material evidence to support prehistoric activity 
within the vicinity of the site. Because there are limited stratigraphic changes (only 
three) within the unit, I further believe this is evidence of limited prehistoric activity 
within this specific area.  
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Figure 7.1: A representation of the numerous chert outcroppings on CPP. The chert 
from the Lithic Production Site most likely came from the yellow triangle area on the Western 
half of the property (map made by the author).  
 
Prehistoric ceramics were not found within the plantation boundary although 
owners from neighboring properties have stated that they have found ceramics on their 
land. One of the limitations of this survey is that very little was excavated from the lithic 
production site. A singular unit excavation is limiting in information on whether 
prehistoric populations were residing within the area. Further, botanical samples were 
not collected, limiting the opportunity to determine if people were living in a residential 
area near the site.  
Historic documents from the Antebellum period provided information that 
cotton and corn were cultivated with extensive slave labor during the 1850’s and 1860’s. 
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The known presence of slave activity is one of the more identifying traits of Cypress 
Pond Plantation, however, there is a lack of material culture that corresponds with it. 
Material culture dating to the Antebellum period was not recovered in the five areas of 
activity found in this survey, but this does not mean that it was not present in the 
plantation. Since artifacts during this time period were not found in this survey, this 
presents a larger question as to why the slave activity was more challenging to find. One 
of the reasons for not finding Antebellum artifacts may be that they were eliminated 
through the processes of more recent farming activities. The most obvious reason may 
be that my survey was focused in areas where slave activity did not occur. Also, the 
current property line does not incorporate some of the acreage that was original to the 
plantation in the 1850’s. Any areas of slave activity might also be present in those areas. 
The large amounts of tools, axes, fence ties, nails, and other metal objects found 
in Survey Areas 1 through 4 are consistent with farming activities post-1900. At the turn 
of the century, there was a shift in Dougherty County from growing cotton to producing 
pecans. This was also reflected on the plantation. The material culture supports the 
historic documentation that Cypress Pond was being utilized as a farm post 1900. At 
this time, the Galt family was running the Paper Shell Pecan Company from the 
property during the 1920’s and the 1930’s. Artifacts such as fence wiring and nails 
suggested a potential fence in the area of Survey Area 1, based on the fact that the nails 
and fence ties were consistently found together in the clusters. Although no remnants of 
the building were found, the variety of artifacts such as water hose parts and horse tack 
may indicate that the large building most likely housed such tools. Horse tack was 
scattered in numerous areas throughout the eastern half of the plantation. Various 
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owners of the property, at least from the 1860’s to at least the 1880’s, owned horses and 
mules (Bureau 1860; U.S. Census Office 1860b, 1870, 1880). 
Aerial photos between 1938 through 1969 show a small building in Survey Area 4. 
Artifacts found near a former shed location within Survey Area 4 were most likely used 
to store tools based on the axes, trowel head, chain links, nails and other object varieties 
that were discovered in the vicinity. Earthenware fragments and large quantities of nails 
indicate that there could have been a cabin or building area separate from the storage 
unit that was being utilized. 
The glass found in Survey Area 4 most likely resulted from broken bottles. Glass 
rims and fragments suggested that bottles were used for medicinal and beverage 
purposes. Apart from a handful of diagnostic pieces, the fragmented glass could only be 
analyzed by color, limiting any information on what its original use was. Ceramics also 
found in Survey Area 4 were highly fragmented.  The creamware and whiteware pieces 
were likely part of large bowls, plates or cups. Many were rim fragments and very few 
were actually decorated. The large ceramic and glass artifact count exclusive to Survey 
Area 4 suggests that there was a high probability of some sort of domestic structure 
located within the area. An interesting observation about the glass and ceramic artifacts 
from Survey Area 4 was that the diagnostic artifacts were mainly surface finds. With the 
exception of the Vicks bottle, all were found on the surface. They could have originally 
been in the ground but moved up to the surface with the recent addition of the irrigation 
system and the local tilling of the ground.  
The large cypress pond is a unique feature within the region. The plantation is 
one of the few properties in Albany that has two bodies of water (Cypress Pond, Pocosin 
Pond). As far as I can tell, Cypress Pond is a natural feature due to the fact that there 
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isn’t documentation saying otherwise. In 1820, Clement Carroll was granted land lot 
197, the cypress pond. In the small plat sketch available from the Surveyor General from 
this time, the pond is indicated as being there. If the pond were to be manmade, it would 
have been done so under Creek ownership.  Based on the fact that the pond was present 
within the plantation boundary prior to the Antebellum period, the pond could have 
been used as a water source between the 1850’s and the 1900’s for watering crops or 
perhaps for subsistence.  
The lived experience of those utilizing the land during the prehistoric varied from 
the lived experience of those utilizing the plantation during the Antebellum. Populations 
from at least the Late Archaic possibly stopped to grab lithic material from the larger 
outcrop on site, manufactured them to smaller, workable cores in the lithic production 
area and then took them with them as they moved across the landscape hunting game 
and collecting wild resources. Their connection to the land possibly did not extend much 
further from utilizing it for resource extraction. My data does not support any evidence 
of other prehistoric activities that may have been occurring on the property.  
This was not the case in the Antebellum period.  The lived experience of James 
Mayo, Dr. Nichols, Ms. Tarver and Dr. Heartwell was vastly different because they 
viewed the plantation as a land for subsistence and profit reasons. The mentioned 
individuals above relied on slave labor to further the cultivation of their crops. The 
relationship slaves had with the land as workers differed than the relationship that the 
planters had as their owners and the recipients of their profitable labor. All that remains 
from the slaves are their names in historical documents. The latter three resided on the 
plantation, where their connection was more personal because that was also their home. 
They may have been working on the administrative side of running a cotton plantation 
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during the day then later relaxing at home at night. In Ms. Tarver’s case, her brother-in-
law Henry may have taken care of the administrative tasks for her as the executor of her 
late husband’s estate.  
The lived experience of residing on the plantation while also running a business 
continued for Archibald and Viola Galt. Their enterprise also involved Archibald’s 
brothers-in-law. Together, they ran the Paper Shell Pecan Company from the plantation, 
probably storing the axes, nails and tools in the smaller shed close to Survey Area 4. 
Similarly to Dr. Nichols, Ms. Tarver and Dr. Heartwell, the Galts were experiencing how 
to manage a large plantation while also running a business. Perhaps their business was 
going well, as the Galts expanded their land by almost doubling it in size, further 
planting pecan trees in the newly acquired land. Post 1940’s, the lived experience of the 
CPP residents shifted. The residents lived on the property, perhaps using it as a place to 
raise their families. There was no utilization of the land for profitable reasons. In the 
early 2000’s, the plantation was open to people who wanted to hunt quail. The land was 
thinned out to incorporate this new endeavor.     
New Communities’ lived experience is as the owners of an Antebellum plantation 
once owned by planters who owned slaves. As a non-profit organization that is run by 
African-Americans, they feel a connection to the land based on the slaves whom they did 
not descend from but still embrace as their own. While no one resides on the plantation 
permanently, the organization rents out the cabins and the main house for events. The 
cultivating of pecan trees still occurs today under the ownership of New Communities. 
Currently, the land is used as a working farm, producing pecans annually, and they are 
adding more pecan trees. The recent addition of a citrus grove will also further their 
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agricultural pursuits. They want to get back to the root of what they first started in Lee 
County, farming the land and making it sustainable.  
Overall, the lived experience of those living in the prehistoric period was vastly 
different than those living in the historic period. Prehistoric people were utilizing the 
land for resource extraction, most likely stopping to acquire materials on their way to 
their final destination. In the historic period, the lived experience was based on growing 
and selling staple crops such as cotton and corn and running commercial enterprises, 
such as Galt’s pecan company, from the plantation.  
 
7.2 Eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places 
Based on the four criteria listed for eligibility on the National Register of Historic 
Places, I believe none of the five areas surveyed would be eligible for inclusion on the 
Register. If there were multiple cultural components reflected in the prehistoric area of 
activity, I would deem this area eligible for the National Register showing how different 
populations manufactured tools over time. However, since there is evidence for one 
component (the Late Archaic), I believe this is not enough to merit eligibility.  
For the four areas of historic activity, none are deemed eligible due to disturbances 
in all areas.  Farming activities and the recent addition of an irrigation system may have 
impacted any intact cultural deposits.  Further, none of the areas present sufficient 
evidence for any ties to historical figures or significant farming practices. 
 
7.3 Conclusion  
This thesis investigated how this land was utilized over the course of centuries 
through an archaeological survey on Cypress Pond Plantation, located in Southwest 
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Georgia. The survey confirmed prehistoric and historic activity. I analyzed the material 
culture produced using landscape theory, where the land takes a more important role in 
individual’s lives. The lived experience of previous owners was shaped how they viewed 
and utilized the land they once owned, and to a certain extent what had been done to the 
land by previous owners. Resulting from this, I focused on how past populations 
physically used the landscape. 
Artifacts consistent with a prehistoric lithic production site were found near the 
northeast area of the property. A total of 205 artifacts were recovered from the 
excavation of a 1 m x 1 m unit. Cypress Pond has a number of chert outcroppings within 
the property boundary where prehistoric peoples could have gathered their raw 
material. Four areas of historic activity produced a collection of artifacts dating to post 
1900. The artifacts resembled tools and other similar material consistent with farming 
activities. Survey Area 1 mainly had artifacts associated with fencing, such as nails and 
fence ties. Survey Area 2 produced artifacts dating to the 1950’s, including clothing 
buckles and irrigation artifacts. Survey Area 3 produced few artifacts, resulting in 
mainly scrap metal. Survey Area 4 had the largest amount of material culture, including 
glass, metal and ceramics. Although historic documentation confirmed that Cypress 
Pond Plantation was cultivating cotton with the use of slave labor during the Antebellum 
period, archaeologically, this survey did not uncover an Antebellum component. 
Nevertheless, that does not completely eliminate the presence of Antebellum artifacts 
from the property. While these actions may leave a mark in the memories of individuals, 
there may be a limited amount of material culture than can be identified.   
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7.3.1 Future Research 
My survey covered a very small percentage of land but there is still over 1600 
acres to assess. If any archaeological surveys were to happen on this property in the 
future, my hope is that it would cover much more ground than I was able to in six short 
months. There are many questions that remain unanswered. For example, where were 
the prehistoric Native Americans residing? Why were ceramics not present on site? Was 
there a Woodland or Mississippian occupation in another area of the plantation? Are 
there other lithic production sites located within the close vicinity of the area? In 
regards to the historic period, where were the slave cabins located?  Are there any 
descendants of slaves/share croppers/families that grew up on the plantation still in the 
area? Are there any images or maps that could have remained within families? How did 
this plantation fair in comparison to others within the area pre and post emancipation?  
One of the driving forces behind purchasing the plantation was due to the 
knowledge that slaves once worked on the lands. While the current owners (and myself) 
expected to find some sort of material culture dating back to the Antebellum period, the 
reality was that it was absent in the five areas I surveyed. But that doesn't mean that it 
did not exist. The survey proved that the culture history of this plantation did not begin 
in the 1850’s but rather with Native Americans during the Archaic period. While it may 
have not been the intended results, it is the history nonetheless. There is more to this 
plantation than the ghost stories that the locals tell. The plantation is holding her 
secrets, and there is still plenty more to discover.  
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APPENDIX A: ARTIFACT CATALOG  
Appendix A Table 1: Shovel Tests from Prehistoric Area 
SITE ST NUMBER DEPTH (CM) TYPE ARTIFACT 
QUANTITY 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T1, ST3 0-28 Flake 5 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T1, ST3 0-28 Blade 1 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T1, ST3 0-28 Thinning 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T1 ST4 0-25 Thinning 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T1 ST4 0-25 Flakes 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T2, ST3 0-24 Flakes 6 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T2, ST3 0-24 Reduction 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T2, ST3 0-24 Thinning 5 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T2, ST4 15-20 Reduction 1 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T2, ST4 15-20 Thinning 5 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T2, ST4 15-20 Flakes 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST1 0-25 Flakes 2 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST2 0-22 Utilized 1 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST2 0-22 Thinning 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST2 0-22 Debitage 11 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST2 0-22 Flakes 7 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST3 0-23 Debitage 6 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST3 0-23 Flakes 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST3 0-23 Reduction 2 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST3 0-23 Utilized 1 
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Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST3 0-23 Thinning 10 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3 ST 4 0-25 Flakes 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3 ST 4 0-25 Thinning 9 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3 ST 4 0-25 Reduction 2 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3 ST 4 0-25 Shatter 8 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3,ST5 0-36 Reduction 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3,ST5 0-36 Thinning 5 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3,ST5 0-36 Flakes 3 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3,ST5 0-36 Shatter 7 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T3, ST6 0-30 Flakes 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST2 0-21 Thinning 3 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST2 0-21 Flakes 4 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST2 0-21 Shatter 8 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST3 0-20 Flakes 5 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST3 0-20 Thinning 3 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST4 0-24 Debitage 16 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST4 0-24 Flakes 2 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST4 0-24 Thinning 9 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST4 0-24 Reduction 3 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST5 0-18 Shatter 3 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T4, ST5 0-18 Thinning 2 
Lithic Production 
Site 
T5, ST5 0-18 Debitage 4 
Total:    204 
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Appendix A Table 2: Lithic Assemblage from Unit 3 
SITE LEVEL DEPTH (CM) TYPE ARTIFACT 
QUANTITY 
Lithic 
Production Site 
1 0-20 Plow 
zone/backfill 
-- 
Lithic 
Production Site 
2 20-30 Reduction 
 
5 
Lithic 
Production Site 
2 20-30 Shatter 3 
Lithic 
Production Site 
2 20-30 Utilized 4 
Lithic 
Production Site 
2 20-30 Blade Flake 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
2 20-30 Flake 12 
Lithic 
Production Site 
2 20-30 Thinning 9 
Lithic 
Production Site 
3 30-40 Flake 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
3 30-40 Utilized 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
3 30-40 Reduction 2 
Lithic 
Production Site 
3 30-40 Thinning 13 
Lithic 
Production Site 
3 30-40 Other 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
4 40-50 Reduction 3 
Lithic 
Production Site 
4 40-50 Flake 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
4 40-50 Blade Flake 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
4 40-50 Other 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
4 40-50 Shatter 5 
Lithic 
Production Site 
4 40-50 Thinning 14 
Lithic 
Production Site 
5 50-60 Reduction 5 
Lithic 
Production Site 
5 50-60 Shatter 3 
Lithic 
Production Site 
5 50-60 Flake 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
5 50-60 Thinning 7 
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Lithic 
Production Site 
5 50-60 Other 2 
Lithic 
Production Site 
6 60-70 Other 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
6 60-70 Shatter 8 
Lithic 
Production Site 
6 60-70 Thinning 16 
Lithic 
Production Site 
6 60-70 Blade Flake 3 
Lithic 
Production Site 
6 60-70 Reduction 11 
Lithic 
Production Site 
6 60-70 Flake 22 
Lithic 
Production Site 
7 70-80 Shatter 2 
Lithic 
Production Site 
7 70-80 Reduction 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
7 70-80 Flake 7 
Lithic 
Production Site 
7 70-80 Thinning 13 
Lithic 
Production Site 
8 80-90 Flake 4 
Lithic 
Production Site 
8 80-90 Debitage 3 
Lithic 
Production Site 
8 80-90 Thinning 5 
Lithic 
Production Site 
8 80-90 Reduction 3 
Lithic 
Production Site 
9 90-100 Flake 2 
Lithic 
Production Site 
9 90-100 Thinning 3 
Lithic 
Production Site 
10 100-120 Shatter 1 
Lithic 
Production Site 
10 100-120 Thinning 4 
Lithic 
Production Site 
10 100-120 Flake 2 
Lithic 
Production Site 
11 120-130 Sterile -- 
Total:    205 
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Appendix A Table 3: Ceramics Table 
SITE FORM DESCRIPTOR QUANTITY DETAILED DESCRIPTION 
Survey 
Area 3 
Fragment Whiteware 3 Three whiteware frags, 
undiagnostic 
Survey 
Area 4 
Lip Clear 1 Complete, bottle lip, slightly 
chipped  **diagnostic** 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Rim 
Creamware 3 3 earthenware fragments, all 
white, one piece has green on the 
other side. Bigger frag is a rim 
piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 4 4 creamware fragments, 2 are rim 
pieces. The two larger pieces have 
an orange tint to one side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Base 
Creamware 5 5 creamware fragments, larger 
piece is a bottom to a serving 
plate?, yellow tint on it. 1 smaller 
piece is also a base/bottom piece, 
may be part of a bowl. 1 really 
thick piece of ceramic, 1 smaller 
rectangular piece, 1 small 
fragment. All pieces are white. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim Creamware 1 Larger creamware fragment, 
potentially part of a serving bowl, 
rim piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 1 1 creamware fragment, slightly 
concave 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 1 Plain white creamware fragment, 
looks like a corner piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 2 2 creamware fragments, one is 
slightly concave 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 1 1 creamware fragment, slightly 
raised on edge 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim Creamware 1 White creamware fragment, edge 
piece? Slightly round, intended 
stripe 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 2 2 pieces of creamware, one 
appears to be the handle piece to 
a cup, orangey tint on it, second 
piece is a fragment same orangy 
tint is on it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 1 1 ceramic fragment, dirty yellow 
color with a brown line near edge 
of piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 1 1 small creamware fragment, 
white, smooth on both sides 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 2 2 smaller ceramic fragments. 
Larger one is base piece to a plate 
Survey Fragment Creamware 1 Small ceramic fragment, white 
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Area 4 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 3 3 ceramic fragments, 1 plain, 1 
with an indented line, other off-
white with orange tint on other 
side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 3 3 creamware frags, one is a 
bottom piece to a plate/cup 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 1 Small creamware fragment, white 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Creamware 3 1 plate rim fragment, blue on edge 
faded to an off white color, 1 cup 
fragment and 1 large bowl 
fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Rim 
Creamware, 
Porcelain, 
Refined 
Earthenware 
5 5 fragments, 2 rim pieces, 1 
porcelain, 2 undiagnostic 
fragments 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Dinnerware 1 1 cream colored fragment, corner 
piece, slightly concave 
Survey 
Area 4 
Brick 
Frags 
Earthenware- 
Unworked 
7 7 smaller brick fragments 
Survey 
Area 4 
Brick Frag Earthenware- 
Unworked 
1 1 brick fragment, flat on one side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Brick 
Frags 
Earthenware- 
Unworked 
9 9 brick fragments, two pieces are 
flat on bottom. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Plastic 1 1 small white piece of plastic, 
looks like porcelain 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Porcelain 1 1 porcelain fragment, smooth 
interior, decorative ridges on 
exterior 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Porcelain 2 2 porcelain fragments, 1 flat, 1 
decorative. Looks to be part of a 
doll or decorative vessel 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Refined 
Earthenware 
1 1 cream colored fragment, flat on 
one side, rounded in center on 
other side, slightly square piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Rim 
Refined 
Earthenware 
3 2 earthenware fragments, 1 plain 
and the other decorative. Bigger 
piece is rim, red line near edge, 
green pattern near middle. 1 
plastic fragment, frosted white. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Refined 
Earthenware 
5 6 frags, 1 is an edge piece. 2 are 
bottom plate pieces, different 
plates. Larger square piece has a 
small portion of an emblem "NE 
e". 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Rim 
Refined 
Earthenware 
4 4 ceramic pieces, larger one is a 
rim piece, part of plate 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware 1 1 medium sized fragment, light 
green on both sides, front side has 
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a leaf and brown line pattern to it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware 1 1 piece of stoneware, red slip? On 
it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware 2 1 small stoneware fragment, 
glazed. 1 larger stoneware 
fragment, dark brown on the 
inside, brown on the outside, 
original stone on edge 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware- 
Glazed 
1 1 stoneware fragment, olive green, 
ridges on one side, smooth on 
other side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware- 
Glazed 
1 1 stoneware fragment, dark brown 
on both sides. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware- 
Glazed 
3 One olive green cup fragment, 
two smaller stoneware frags 
Survey 
Area 4 
Base, 
Fragment 
Stoneware- 
Glazed 
2 Large base fragment, greyish 
glaze on the outside, unglazed on 
the inside, ridges inside. Smaller 
olive green fragment with white 
stripe, glazed, plain on the other 
side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware- 
Glazed 
1 Fragment, white stone, dark 
brown glaze, kind of a metallic 
shine to it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Stoneware-
Glazed 
1 1 earthenware fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment White 1 White plastic fragment, ridges on 
one sides, smooth on the other 
side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Base White 1 1 square plastic white fragment, 
base, ridges, bottom has writing 
"N AG", diagnostic? 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Whiteware 1 1 smaller rectangular piece of 
ceramic, whiteware, may be an 
edge/rim piece, tile frag? 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Rim 
Whiteware 2 2 pieces of ceramic, both are 
rim/edge pieces, both are a cream 
color, one is lighter than the other 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Whiteware 1 1 piece of whiteware, it could be 
part of a cup, smooth on both 
sides 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Whiteware 2 2 ceramic frags, larger fragment is 
flat, white, smooth on one side, 
rough on the other side. Smaller 
fragment is cream colored, 
smooth on both sides 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Rim 
Whiteware 4 3 rim fragments, 1 frag, 2 larger 
pieces go together, 2 smaller 
pieces go together, creamware 
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Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Whiteware 3 Whiteware 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Whiteware 1 1 earthenware fragment, white, 
bent on one edge 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment, 
Rim 
 2 2 fragments, 1 plastic and the 
other creamware. Plastic says 
"TNED" on it 
Total:   110  
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Appendix A Table 4: Glass Table 
Note: Survey Area 4 is the only area that produced glass artifacts. 
SITE FORM DESCRIPTOR QUANTITY DETAILED DESCRIPTION 
Survey Area 4 Fragment
Rim 
Lavender, 
Clear 
3 3 pieces of glass, 1 lavender, 2 
clear. Lavender piece is a rim 
piece 
Survey Area 4 Base Amber 1 1 amber bottle fragment, square 
base with a circle on the bottom 
of fragment 
Survey Area 4 Base Amber 1 1 amber glass fragment, square 
base, a few air bubbles 
Survey Area 4 Fragment 
Base 
Amber, Clear 2 1 clear glass fragment, non 
diagnostic. 1 amber glass 
fragment, bottom piece of 
bottle, square. 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Amber, Clear 3 3 pieces of glass, 1 amber, 2 
clear. The amber piece is 
curved. 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Amber, Clear 6 1 amber piece, slightly curved. 5 
clear glass pieces, 1 rim piece 
(diagnostic), 3 body fragments, 
1 small frag 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Amber, Clear, 
Aqua 
12 3 amber pieces of glass, 1 
frosted, 2 clear. 3 aqua frags, 1 
clear, 2 frosted. 6 clear frags, 3 
undiagnostic, 1 large lip piece, 1 
body frag with "ERTY" on it, 1 
really big piece of glass, 
probably part of a serving dish 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Amber, Clear, 
Olive Green 
4 2 clear glass fragments, 1 olive 
green frag and 1 larger amber 
piece of glass. Amber glass is 
rim/edge piece, rectangular, 
serving plate? 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Amber, 
Lavender and 
Clear 
3 3 thick glass fragments, one 
lavender, amber and clear. 
Amber glass has decorative 
bumps on exterior, could be 
part of a vase/bottle. Clear glass 
has a slight ridge on it. 
Lavender glass has no 
diagnostic features 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Amber, Olive 
Green 
2 2 pieces of glass, 1 large amber 
and 1 small olive green one. 
Amber piece is thick, may 
belong to a serving plate or 
something similar 
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Survey Area 4 Fragment Amber yellow 3 3 glass pieces, 1 yellow, 2 
amber. Larger amber piece and 
yellow are flat 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Aqua 1 Larger aqua glass fragment, 1 
air bubble in the middle 
Survey Area 4 Neck Aqua 1 Round piece of glass, looks like 
the lip of a bottle, aqua 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Aqua 1 Aqua glass fragment 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Aqua, Amber 3 1 amber piece of glass, possibly 
from a bottle, 2 aqua fragments. 
Larger piece has two clear lines 
in the middle 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear 3 3 small pieces of clear glass 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear 1 1 piece of clear glass 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear 1 1 clear glass fragment. Non 
diagnostic. 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear 3 3 small glass fragments, larger 
piece has raised edge 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear 2 2 clear glass fragments, 1 is 
frosted. Clear piece looks to be a 
bottom piece, perhaps from a 
square bottle 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear 1 Thick, clear piece of glass, non 
diagnostic 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear, Amber 5 5 glass fragments, 1 amber and 
4 clear. Larger clear piece is a 
rim piece, slightly curved 
Survey Area 4 Fragment 
Base 
Clear, Aqua 3 3 pieces of glass, 2 clear and 1 
aqua. Bigger clear piece is a 
base fragment 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Clear, Aqua 2 2 glass pieces, 1 frosted aqua, 1 
clear 
Survey Area 4 Fragment 
Base 
Clear, 
Lavender, 
Amber, Light 
Green 
14 14 total pieces of glass, 5 amber. 
Larger amber pieces is a base 
piece, made with shale, slight 
outline on outside. Could be 
perfume bottle?? 7 clear glass-2 
larger pieces are thicker. 1 thick 
lavender glass frag. 1 smaller 
light green fragment 
Survey Area 4 Body Cobalt 1 1 cobalt blue bottle fragment, 
body, top of it has a bit of the 
rim attached, smooth on both 
sides, diagnostic, 
medicinal/perfume use? Has an 
indentation on the right side 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Lavender 1 Large lavender fragment, 
chipped on the front 
Survey Area 4 Base Lavender 1 Lavender base bottle fragment 
** diagnostic**, has a circle on 
the bottom 
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Survey Area 4 Fragment 
Base 
Lavender, 
Clear, Amber 
4 4 pieces of glass, 2 lavender, 1 
clear, 1 amber. Amber piece is a 
base piece, square. 
Survey Area 4 Body Light Green 1 1 light green bottle fragment, 
ridges, may be part of a Coca 
Cola bottle, has "red ozs." 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Light Green, 
Clear, Amber 
9 5 light green pieces of glass with 
2 smaller frags, 3 larger ones 
may go to same bottle. 1 tiny 
olive green frag. 2 clear glass 
frags, one frosted. 1 amber glass 
frag with indented rim 
Survey Area 4 Fragment Olive Green 1 1 small olive green fragment 
Total:   100  
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Appendix A Table 5: Metal Table 
 
SITE FORM ST 
NUMBER 
QUANTITY DETAILED DESCRIPTION 
Survey 
Area 1 
Nail Frag N/A 1 Fragmented nail piece 
Survey 
Area 1 
Wire N/A 1 Wire fence piece 
Survey 
Area 1 
Wire N/A 1 Wire fence piece 
Survey 
Area 1 
Nail N/A 1 Cut square nail, complete 
Survey 
Area 1 
Washer N/A 1 Washer, complete 
Survey 
Area 1 
Frag N/A 1 Metal fragment, ridges on the side 
Survey 
Area 1 
Nail N/A 1 Cut, fragmented nail 
Survey 
Area 1 
Can N/A 1 Aluminum can, says "dispose of 
properly" 
Survey 
Area 1 
Nail N/A 1 Flat nail, complete 
Survey 
Area 1 
Hose Top N/A 1 Top of hose part 
Survey 
Area 1 
Frag N/A 1 Small metal fragment, semi circle in 
end 
Survey 
Area 1 
Chain N/A 1 2 chain links connected 
Survey 
Area 1 
Bolt N/A 1 1 complete bolt, slightly rusted 
Survey 
Area 1 
Washer N/A 1 Large, complete washer 
Survey 
Area 1 
Other N/A 1 Large hooky thing- plow/machine 
part? 
Survey 
Area 1 
Container N/A 1 Tin container, mostly complete 
Survey 
Area 1 
Rod N/A 1 Large metal rod 
Survey 
Area 1 
Rod N/A 1 Medium stake, slightly bent 
Survey 
Area 1 
Fence Tie N/A 1 metal fence wire with tie bulge 
Survey 
Area 1 
Nail N/A 1 Complete nail/tack 
Survey 
Area 1 
Hose End N/A 1 Metallic end of hose 
Survey 
Area 1 
Nut N/A 1 Complete nut, has illegible writing on 
it, may be some sort of connector 
piece 
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Survey 
Area 1 
Fence Tie N/A 1 Wire fence piece with tie bulge 
Survey 
Area 1 
Wire N/A 4 Wire fence pieces, look like they 
would hold a hose 
Survey 
Area 1 
Wire N/A 2 2 thin wire frags, 1 is twisted 
Survey 
Area 1 
Rod N/A 1 Bent metal rod, thick 
Survey 
Area 1 
Buckle N/A 1 Metal buckle, complete 
Survey 
Area 1 
Fragment N/A 1 Metal rectangular piece 
Survey 
Area 1 
Wire N/A 1 "S" shaped metal rod 
Survey 
Area 1 
Wire N/A 1 Fence piece with little tie piece 
Survey 
Area 1 
Wire N/A 2 2 fence pieces, bent 
Survey 
Area 1 
Other N/A 1 Radom metal clunk, looks like it 
could be part of a pipe 
Survey 
Area 1 
Rod N/A 1 Long metal rod, solid 
Survey 
Area 1 
Other N/A 1 Triangular metal piece, no clue what 
it could be used for 
Survey 
Area 1 
Nail N/A 1 Square nail, large, rusted, looks 
handmade 
Survey 
Area 1 
Ring N/A 1 Smaller complete, metal ring, may be 
part of horse tack 
Survey 
Area 1 
Other N/A 1 Metal piece, two holes in it for 
nails/bolts, fragmented 
Survey 
Area 1 
Other N/A 1 Metal piece, slightly fragmented, 
probably part of a plow 
Survey 
Area 1 
Ring N/A 1 Metal ring with attachment, horse 
tack 
Survey 
Area 2 
Bolt N/A 1 Metal bolt, complete, slightly rusted 
Survey 
Area 2 
Fence Tie N/A 1 Fence tie piece 
Survey 
Area 2 
Other N/A 1 Round metal piece, looks like a small 
weight 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Large round nail, slighty rusted 
Survey 
Area 2 
Ring N/A 1 Round ring with bolt/nail attached. 
Rusted together. 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Fragmented nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Tool N/A 2 "Rainbird 03" tool piece, broken in 
two 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 "Rosewood" cut nail, complete 
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Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Round nail, complete 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Bent, round nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Round nail, complete 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Cut, round nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Cut, round nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Complete, round nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Complete, cut square nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Other N/A 1 Round piece of metal, small bulge on 
side 
Survey 
Area 2 
Cap N/A 1 Metal cap/button, looks like a plug 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Square nail, complete, cut 
Survey 
Area 2 
Fence Tie N/A 1 Bent, thin metal 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Bent, round nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Bent, round nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Bent, round nail 
Survey 
Area 2 
Other N/A 1 Metal piece with 2  holes in them (for 
two different types of bolts?) 
Survey 
Area 2 
Nail N/A 1 Small nail fragment, round 
Survey 
Area 2 
Plow 
Piece 
N/A 1 Metal plow piece with a "2" on it 
Survey 
Area 3 
Nail N/A 1 Round nail, looks handmade, 
complete 
Survey 
Area 3 
Nail N/A 1 Small square cut nail 
Survey 
Area 3 
Tool Part? N/A 1 Long, rectangular metal piece, half 
circle on one end 
Survey 
Area 3 
Other N/A 1 Rectangular metal piece, indented cut 
on one side. 
Survey 
Area 3 
Other N/A 1 Metal latch-type fragment piece, 
broken 
Survey 
Area 3 
Other N/A 1 Rectangular metal piece, fragmented, 
unknown use 
Survey 
Area 3 
Ring N/A 1 Large complete metal ring 
Survey 
Area 4 
Knife N/A 1 Metal knife head, complete, slightly 
rusted 
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Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 2 2 ceramic frags, larger fragment is 
flat, white, smooth on one side, rough 
on the other side. Smaller fragment is 
cream colored, smooth on both sides 
Survey 
Area 4 
Horse 
Tack 
N/A 1 1 horse tack, looks like a large buckle 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 Cut square nail, missing top 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 Complete square nail, slightly rusted 
Survey 
Area 4 
Other N/A 1 Flat, metal piece, undiagnostic 
Survey 
Area 4 
Other N/A 2 Weird metal thing. Look like a cap but 
with holes in it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Cap N/A 1 Metal cap, looks like something that 
would cover the air spicket for a tire 
tractor  
Survey 
Area 4 
Plate? N/A 1 Large metal fragment, looks like a 
plate that would be on a 
tractor/machine, writing says "SA 
White Norfo VA Boy" 
Survey 
Area 4 
Axe Head N/A 2 Large metal axe head, complete 
Survey 
Area 4 
Ring N/A 1 Medium ring, complete, horse tack 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 Small creamware fragment, white 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 Small metal drill-like fragment, 
bigger on the top, narrows to a 
thinner end 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 Metal latch piece, no clue what it is or 
goes to 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 2 2 aqua fragments. Larger piece has 
two clear lines in the middle 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 1 amber piece of glass, possibly from a 
bottle. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 3 3 small pieces of clear glass 
Survey 
Area 4 
Lock N/A 1 1 intact Yale lock, green, "Yale & 
Towne MFG co, Stamford Conn" has 
the # 20 on the back of handle, 
**diagnostic!!** 
Survey 
Area 4 
Latch N/A 2 Metal latch? Diagnostic, complete, 
has a hole for a nail in it.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Wire N/A 1 Metal thick wire, fragmented 
Survey 
Area 4 
Shotgun 
Shell 
N/A 1 Shotgun Shell, "Winchester Leader, 
No 12", still has the paper in it 
**Diagnostic!!** 
Survey Ring N/A 1  Large metal ring, potential part of 
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Area 4 Horse tack 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 Round nail, bent, complete, slightly 
rusted 
Survey 
Area 4 
Trowel N/A 1 Metal trowel head, slightly 
fragmented 
Survey 
Area 4 
Horse 
Tack 
N/A 1 Metal horse tack, large buckle 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail, 
Fragment 
N/A 1 Nail still attached to some tool 
Survey 
Area 4 
Chain 
Links 
N/A 2 2 metal chain links attached 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 Aqua glass fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 Complete cut square nail 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 Large square nail 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment
, Rim 
N/A 4 3 rim fragments, 1 frag. 2 larger 
pieces go together, 2 smaller pieces go 
together. Whiteware 
Survey 
Area 4 
Tool N/A 1 Complete metal plow part? Has three 
holes, maybe to be inserted on 
something 
Survey 
Area 4 
Tool N/A 1 Complete metal part, looks like it 
hooks to something 
Survey 
Area 4 
Hinge N/A 1 Complete metal hinge, triangular, 
bolts still in it. Most likely part of a 
shed **diagnostic** 
Survey 
Area 4 
Other N/A 1 Metal piece, slightly bell shaped, has 
circular hole towards top (maybe for a 
bolt?), indented on side, "A8" 
engraved on it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 1 creamware fragment.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim N/A 1 1 plastic piece, says "TNED" on it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Base N/A 1 Lavender base bottle fragment ** 
diagnostic**, has a circle on the 
bottom 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 3 1 plate rim fragment, blue on edge 
faded to an off white color, 1 cup 
fragment and  1 large bowl fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 "Rosewood" cut nail, complete 
Survey 
Area 4 
Lip N/A 1 Complete, bottle lip, slightly chipped  
**diagnostic** 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 Fragment, white stone, dark brown 
glaze, kind of a metallic shine to it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Wire N/A 1 Metal wire with bulge,, may be fence 
tie, bent 
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Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 2 Square nail, complete with a smaller 
square cut fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 Fence fragments with tie bulge 
around it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail N/A 1 Barbed metal piece, most likely part 
of a fence 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment N/A 1 Thick, clear piece of glass, non 
diagnostic 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
1 Flat, metal piece, fragmented. Who 
knows what this is. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
3 3 amber pieces of glass, 1 frosted, 2 
clear.   
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
6 6 clear frags, 3 undiagnostic, 1 large 
lip piece, 1 body frag with "ERTY" on 
it, 1 really big piece of glass, probably 
part of a serving dish 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
3 3 aqua frags, 1 clear, 2 frosted. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
2 2 rim pieces,  one is thicker than the 
other. Thinner piece is flatter as well 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
2 2 undiagnostic fragments, both cream 
colored. Could be from same 
vessel/plate 
Survey 
Area 4 
Base Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
1 1 square plastic white fragment, base, 
ridges, bottom has writing "N AG", 
diagnostic? 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim Surface 
(somewhere 
near T1-T5) 
1 1 small rim piece of plastic. Has a 
bubble on one side.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Base T2, ST1 1 1 amber glass fragment, square base, 
a few air bubbles 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment
Base 
T2, ST1 5 5 creamware fragments, larger piece 
is a bottom to a serving plate?, yellow 
tint on it. 1 smaller piece is also a 
base/bottom piece, may be part of a 
bowl. 1 really thick piece of ceramic, 1 
smaller rectangular piece, 1 small 
fragment. All pieces are white. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment
, Nail 
T2, ST3 6 1 large metal broken tool piece, 5 nail 
remnants. 2 nails are square.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T2, ST3 1 1 clear glass fragment. Non-
diagnostic. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T2, ST5 2 2 nails, 1 complete and the other bent 
in a 90 degree angle, larger nail may 
be hand wrought 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T2, ST7 1 1 nail fragment, square body, missing 
head of nail 
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Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T2, ST8 1 1 stoneware fragment, dark brown on 
both sides.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T2, ST11 1 1 nail fragment, square body, missing 
head of nail 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T3, ST3 1 1 yellow, flat piece.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T3, ST3 2 2 amber pieces of glass. Larger amber 
piece is flat 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T3, ST10 1 1 round nail, looks like a large tack 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T4, ST3 1 l metal nail, rusted round head 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST3 2 2 lavender pieces of glass  
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST3 1 1 clear piece of glass 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST3 1  One amber square piece, base piece. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST5 
Surface 
1 1 ceramic fragment, dirty yellow color 
with a brown line near edge of piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Shell, Nail T4, ST6 2 Shotgun shell, "Winchester Leader 
No. 10", cut nail, "Rosewood" type? 
**Diagnostic!!** 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST6 1 1 larger amber piece of glass. Amber 
glass is rim/edge piece, rectangular, 
serving plate? 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST6 2 2 clear glass fragments, 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST6 1  1 olive green frag  
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST6 1 Small ceramic fragment, white 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment
, Rim 
T4, ST6 
Surface 
4 4 ceramic pieces, larger one is a rim 
piece, part of plate 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST7 1 1 amber piece, curved. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST7 2 Two clear pieces of glass 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST7 1 1 piece of stoneware, red slip? On it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T4, ST8 1 Small square nail, potentially 
fragmented 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST8 1 1 large amber piece, thick, may belong 
to a serving plate or something 
similar 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST8 1 1 small olive green one 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST8 
Surface 
2 2 clear glass fragments, 1 is frosted. 
Clear piece looks to be a bottom piece, 
perhaps from a square bottle 
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Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST8 
Surface 
5 6 frags, 1 is an edge piece. 2 are 
bottom plate pieces, different plates. 
Larger square piece has a small 
portion of an emblem "NE e".  
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST8 
Surface 
1 1 medium sized fragment, light green 
on both sides, front side has a leaf 
and brown line pattern to it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T4, ST9 1 Cut nail fragment, square, missing 
head 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T4, ST9 
Surface 
2 2 smaller ceramic fragments. Larger 
one is base piece to a plate 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment
, Base 
T5, ST1 2 2 clear pieces of glass. Bigger clear 
piece is a base fragment. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T5, ST1 1 1 aqua piece of glass. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T5, ST5 2 2 rusted nails, one with a square 
head, other with round head, bent 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T5, ST2 1 Rounded, bent nail 
Survey 
Area 4 
Body T5, ST2 
Surface 
1 1 light green bottle fragment, ridges, 
may be part of a Coca Cola bottle, has 
"red ozs." 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T5, ST3 1 1 piece of clear glass 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T5, ST3 1 1 smaller rectangular piece of 
ceramic, whiteware, may be an 
edge/rim piece, tile frag? 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T5, ST4 11 11 nail fragments, 8 are round-
headed, 2 are square fragmented 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T5, ST4 1 1 clear glass fragment, non diagnostic.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Base T5, ST4 1 1 amber glass fragment, bottom piece 
of bottle, square. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T5, ST4 1 White plastic fragment, ridges on one 
sides, smooth on the other side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim T5, ST5 1 One lavender piece of glass, rim piece.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T5, ST5 2 Two clear pieces of glass 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment
, Rim 
T5, ST7 2 2 pieces of ceramic, both are 
rim/edge pieces, both are a cream 
color, one is lighter than the other 
Survey 
Area 4 
Neck T6, ST3 1 Round piece of glass, looks like the lip 
of a bottle, aqua 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T6, ST3 2 2 pieces of creamware, one appears to 
be the handle piece to a cup, orangey 
tint on it, second piece is a fragment 
same orangy tint is on it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T6, ST9 1 1 square nail, slightly rusted, 
complete.  
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Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T6, ST9 1 Large lavender fragment, chipped on 
the front 
Survey 
Area 4 
Base T7, ST2 1 1 amber bottle fragment, square base 
with a circle on the bottom of 
fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T7, ST2 1 1 earthenware fragment, white, bent 
on one edge 
Survey 
Area 4 
Body T7, ST4 1 1 cobalt blue bottle fragment, body, 
top of it has a bit of the rim attached, 
smooth on both sides, diagnostic, 
medicinal/perfume use? Has an 
indentation on the right side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T7, ST9 1 1 stoneware fragment, olive green, 
ridges on one side, smooth on other 
side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment 
Rim 
T7, ST9 
Surface 
3 2 earthenware fragments, 1 plain and 
the other decorative. Bigger piece is 
rim, red line near edge, green pattern 
near middle. 1 plastic fragment, 
frosted white.  
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T7, ST10 1 1 smaller nail with square head 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T7, ST10 1 1 porcelain fragment, smooth interior, 
decorative ridges on exterior 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T8, ST6 1 1 nail, extremely rusted, looks 
handmade 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST6 1 1 cream colored fragment, corner 
piece, slightly concave 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST7 3 2 earthenware fragments, all white, 
one piece has green on the other side. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim T8, ST7 1 White creamware fragment, rim 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST8 
Surface 
1 One lavender fragment. Lavender 
glass has no diagnostic features 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST8 
Surface 
1 1 clear glass fragment, has a slight 
ridge on it 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST8 
Surface 
1 1 amber fragment. Amber glass has 
decorative bumps on exterior, could 
be part of a vase/bottle. 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST8 
Surface 
4 4 creamware fragments, 2 are rim 
pieces. The two larger pieces have an 
orange tint to one side 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST8 
Surface 
1 1 cream colored fragment, flat on one 
side, rounded in center on other side, 
slightly square piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
RR Stake T8, ST9 1 1 railroad stake fragment, square 
head, rusted 
Survey 
Area 4 
Spike T8, ST9 1 1 railroad spike, complete, slightly 
rusted 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST9 1 1 earthenware fragment 
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Survey 
Area 4 
Other T8, ST9 
Surface 
1 1 metal fragment, large circle at end. 
Diagnostic? 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST9 
Surface 
1 1 frosted aqua piece of glass 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST9 
Surface 
1 1 clear piece of glass 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST9 
Surface 
3 3 creamware frags, one is a bottom 
piece to a plate/cup 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T8, ST9 
Surface 
2 2 porcelain fragments, 1 flat, 1 
decorative. Looks to be part of a doll 
or decorative vessel 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T9, ST1  1 1 piece of whiteware, it could be part 
of a cup, smooth on both sides 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T9, ST1 
Surface 
1 Plain white creamware fragment, 
looks like a corner piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T9, ST5 
Surface 
1 Larger aqua glass fragment, 1 air 
bubble in the middle 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim T9, ST5 
Surface 
1 Larger creamware fragment, 
potentially part of a serving bowl, rim 
piece 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T9, ST7 1 1 creamware fragment, slightly 
concave 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T9, ST7 3 One olive green cup fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T9, ST8 1 1 small olive green fragment 
Survey 
Area 4 
Fragment T9, ST8 2 2 creamware fragments, one is 
slightly concave 
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail, 
Fragment 
T9, ST9 5 4 nail fragments 1 nail is complete, 1 
has square head, complete nail may 
be round, one is badly rusted. Metal 
fragment, rectangular, non diagnostic 
Survey 
Area 4 
Rim T9, ST9 1 White creamware fragment, edge 
piece? Slightly round, indented stripe 
Survey 
Area 4 
Base, 
Fragment 
T9, ST9 2 Large base fragment, greyish glaze on 
the outside, unglazed on the inside, 
ridges inside. Smaller olive green 
fragment with white stripe, glazed, 
plain on the other side  
Survey 
Area 4 
Nail T10, ST9 2 2 rusted nails, 1 bent, 1 smaller square 
nail 
Total:   302  
 
 
 
	  
